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Abstract	  
	  This	  thesis	  begins	  from	  the	  premise	  that	  identity	  is	  only	  possible	  as	  a	  function	  of	  difference.	  If	  someone	  is	  British,	  that	  is	  because	  they	  are	  not	  French	  or	  Pakistani.	  What	  matters,	  however,	  is	  not	  the	  fact	  of	  these	  divisions	  but	  how	  they	  operate	  and	  with	  what	  consequences.	  For	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought,	  the	  identification	  of	  others	  by	  means	  of	  temporal	  distinctions	  has	  become	  extremely	  important.	  To	  explore	  this,	  I	  work	  genealogically	  to	  draw	  on	  empirical	  material	  from	  colonial	  and	  post-­‐colonial	  Britain	  and	  Pakistan,	  including	  legislation,	  political	  discourse,	  government	  projects	  and	  broader	  cultural	  representations.	  	  	  I	  make	  two	  main	  arguments.	  First,	  I	  show	  the	  importance	  of	  these	  modes	  of	  “temporal	  othering”.	  I	  empirically	  examine	  the	  temporal	  distinctions	  that	  constitute	  a	  British,	  democratic,	  national	  identity	  by	  dint	  of	  positing	  an	  “other”	  that	  is	  barbaric,	  alien,	  despotic,	  violent	  and	  –	  most	  importantly	  –	  backward.	  It	  is	  in	  encountering	  and	  constantly	  re-­‐narrating	  these	  threats	  to	  democracy	  that	  the	  British	  come	  to	  have	  a	  sense	  of	  an	  imagined,	  democratic	  community	  that	  has	  emerged	  -­‐	  through	  a	  seamless,	  progressive	  history	  -­‐	  by	  virtue	  of	  what	  it	  is	  opposed	  to.	  Relatedly,	  democracy	  is	  understood	  as	  the	  endpoint	  of	  history,	  with	  consequences	  for	  overseas	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  Second,	  I	  argue	  that	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  narrate	  alternative	  versions	  of	  history.	  In	  examining	  the	  emergence	  of	  such	  teleological	  versions	  of	  history,	  I	  show	  that	  teleology	  isn’t	  the	  driving	  force	  of	  history,	  but	  rather	  emerges	  from	  the	  messiness	  of	  historical	  events.	  Furthermore,	  the	  practices	  that	  it	  legitimates	  are	  deeply	  involved	  in	  promoting	  the	  violence	  and	  social	  marginalisation	  for	  which	  democracy	  is	  thought	  to	  be	  the	  remedy.	  	  However,	  I	  show	  that	  the	  version	  of	  history	  that	  currently	  pervades	  practices	  of	  thought	  about	  British	  identity	  and	  democracy	  promotion	  is	  contestable	  and	  that	  therefore	  it	  might	  be	  possible	  to	  think,	  act	  and	  live	  differently.	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It	  seems,	  as	  one	  becomes	  older,	  
That	  the	  past	  has	  another	  pattern,	  and	  ceases	  to	  be	  a	  mere	  sequence	  –	  	  
Or	  even	  development:	  the	  latter	  a	  partial	  fallacy	  
Encouraged	  by	  superficial	  notions	  of	  evolution,	  
Which	  becomes,	  in	  the	  popular	  mind,	  a	  means	  of	  disowning	  the	  past.	  (T.	  S.	  Eliot,	  The	  Four	  Quartets)	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Introduction	  	  My	  thesis	  begins	  from	  the	  premise	  that	  identity	  is	  only	  possible	  as	  a	  function	  of	  difference.	  If	  someone	  is	  British,	  that	  is	  because	  they	  are	  not	  French	  or	  American	  or	  Pakistani	  and	  so	  on.	  This	  account	  of	  identity	  tells	  us	  very	  little,	  however,	  unless	  we	  flesh	  out	  the	  concrete	  empirical	  detail	  of	  the	  identities	  individual	  subjects	  have	  by	  virtue	  of	  what	  they	  are	  not:	  what	  matters	  is	  not	  the	  fact	  of	  these	  divisions	  but	  how	  they	  operate	  and	  with	  what	  consequences.	  I	  suggest	  that	  for	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought,	  the	  identification	  of	  others	  by	  means	  of	  
temporal	  distinctions	  has	  become	  extremely	  important.	  Through	  my	  thesis,	  then,	  I	  empirically	  examine	  the	  temporal	  distinctions	  that	  constitute	  a	  British,	  democratic,	  national	  identity	  by	  dint	  of	  positing	  an	  “other”	  that	  is	  barbaric,	  alien,	  despotic,	  violent	  and	  –	  most	  importantly	  –	  backward.	  	  	  I	  make	  two	  overarching	  arguments.	  First,	  I	  show	  the	  importance	  in	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought	  of	  modes	  of	  temporal	  othering	  which	  differentiate	  the	  self	  from	  an	  other	  that	  is	  out-­‐of-­‐date,	  backward	  or	  stuck	  in	  the	  past.	  This	  form	  of	  othering	  sets	  up	  democracy	  as	  emblematic	  of	  the	  modern,	  developed	  self:	  in	  British	  political,	  policy	  and	  popular	  discourse,	  democracy	  is	  understood	  as	  the	  outcome	  of	  a	  long	  progressive	  sweep	  of	  British	  history	  in	  which	  multiple	  threats	  to	  it	  have	  been	  struggled	  against	  and	  overcome.	  It	  is	  in	  encountering	  and	  constantly	  re-­‐narrating	  these	  threats	  to	  democracy	  that	  the	  British	  come	  to	  have	  a	  sense	  of	  an	  imagined,	  democratic	  community	  that	  exists	  by	  virtue	  of	  what	  it	  is	  opposed	  to.	  Relatedly,	  democracy	  is	  understood	  as	  the	  endpoint	  of	  history,	  the	  ultimate	  best	  way	  of	  managing	  human	  affairs,	  which	  has	  been	  alighted	  upon	  through	  a	  long	  historical	  process	  in	  which	  worse	  alternatives	  have	  been	  discarded	  in	  favour	  of	  better.	  The	  precise	  form	  that	  democracy	  has	  to	  take,	  by	  this	  account,	  includes	  the	  familiar	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  well	  as	  a	  notional	  delineation	  between	  a	  public	  and	  private	  sphere	  implied	  by	  liberalism.	  Thus	  the	  borders	  between	  self	  and	  other,	  past	  and	  future,	  masculine	  and	  feminine	  and	  public	  and	  private	  are	  all	  imbricated	  and	  mutually	  reinforcing.	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This	  teleological	  version	  of	  history	  has	  been	  in	  circulation	  at	  least	  since	  ideas	  about	  progress	  first	  became	  common	  currency	  during	  the	  Industrial	  Revolution	  and	  a	  form	  of	  it	  was	  once	  known,	  after	  Whig	  politician,	  Lord	  Thomas	  Macaulay,	  as	  “the	  Whig	  version	  of	  history”	  (Butterfield,	  1965).	  Despite	  the	  pejorative	  implications	  of	  this	  name	  for	  evolutionary	  versions	  of	  history,	  however,	  I	  argue	  that	  from	  Macaulay	  to	  Francis	  Fukuyama	  it	  has	  been	  enormously	  influential	  in	  producing	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  inform	  and	  constitute	  British	  identities	  and	  democratic	  practices.	  The	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  constitute	  teleological	  versions	  of	  history	  emerge	  and	  are	  constantly	  re-­‐deployed	  in	  order	  to	  manage	  an	  uncertain	  present.	  This	  is	  not	  only	  because,	  if	  democracy	  is	  the	  end	  of	  history,	  then	  it	  is	  obvious	  that	  efforts	  must	  be	  focused	  on	  promoting	  it,	  but	  also	  that	  democracy	  itself	  offers	  useful	  tools	  for	  providing	  detailed	  knowledge	  about	  how	  to	  govern.	  If	  history	  can	  be	  taken	  for	  granted	  as	  a	  logical	  progression	  towards	  democracy,	  it	  concomitantly	  offers	  a	  reassuring	  programme	  for	  action:	  threats	  to	  democracy	  that	  emanate	  from	  other,	  threatening	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  can	  be	  contained	  and	  domesticated	  by	  bringing	  those	  places	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  and	  enabling	  them	  to	  progress	  through	  the	  same	  journey	  from	  a	  worse	  past	  to	  a	  better,	  more	  democratic,	  more	  governable	  future.	  	  	  However,	  the	  second	  crucial	  argument	  I	  make	  is	  that	  it	  is	  possible	  -­‐	  and	  politically	  preferable	  -­‐	  to	  narrate	  alternative	  versions	  of	  history.	  In	  examining	  the	  emergence	  and	  pervasiveness	  of	  teleological	  versions	  of	  history,	  I	  show	  by	  my	  detailed	  research	  into	  the	  past	  that	  there	  is	  no	  necessarily	  progressive	  or	  improving	  logic	  to	  history.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  from	  a	  curtailment	  of	  political	  participation	  in	  the	  colonial	  era	  to	  the	  Partition	  of	  India	  and	  Pakistan	  to	  the	  daily	  racist	  violence	  suffered	  by	  British	  Pakistanis,	  democracy	  promotion	  has	  been	  fully	  implicated	  in	  messy,	  random	  and,	  above	  all,	  violent	  events.	  Rather,	  our	  contemporary	  modes	  of	  governance	  have	  emerged	  through	  the	  ways	  that	  various	  leaders,	  politicians,	  thinkers	  and	  policy-­‐makers	  have	  muddled	  through	  the	  confusion	  of	  history,	  creating	  teleological	  narratives	  to	  help	  them.	  Teleology	  isn’t	  the	  driving	  force	  of	  history,	  but	  rather	  emerges	  from	  the	  messiness	  of	  historical	  events.	  In	  making	  this	  argument,	  I	  show	  that	  the	  history	  that	  currently	  pervades	  practices	  of	  thought	  about	  British	  identity	  and	  democracy	  promotion	  is	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contestable	  and	  that	  therefore	  it	  might	  be	  possible	  to	  think,	  act	  and	  live	  differently.	  	  	  
Practices	  of	  Thought	  	  Teleological	  narratives,	  I	  suggest,	  are	  practices	  of	  thought:	  they	  are	  habits	  of	  thinking,	  unreflexive	  modes	  of	  interpreting	  the	  world.	  Michel	  Foucault,	  who	  has	  done	  so	  much	  to	  enable	  us	  to	  recognise	  the	  modes	  of	  thought	  we	  take	  for	  granted,	  made	  the	  following	  remark	  about	  the	  importance	  of	  thought	  in	  an	  interview	  in	  1981:	  	   We	  must	  […]	  stop	  regarding	  as	  superfluous	  something	  so	  essential	  in	  human	  life	  and	  in	  human	  relations	  as	  thought	  […]	  It	  is	  something	  that	  is	  often	  hidden,	  but	  which	  always	  animates	  everyday	  behavior.	  There	  is	  always	  a	  little	  thought	  even	  in	  the	  most	  stupid	  institutions;	  there	  is	  always	  thought	  even	  in	  silent	  habits.	  Criticism	  is	  a	  matter	  of	  flushing	  out	  that	  thought	  and	  trying	  to	  change	  it:	  to	  show	  that	  things	  are	  not	  as	  self-­‐evident	  as	  one	  believed	  (Foucault,	  1988:	  155)	  	  This	  thesis	  is	  such	  a	  work	  of	  criticism,	  which	  engages	  with	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  involved	  in	  temporal	  forms	  of	  othering,	  the	  operation	  of	  distinctions	  between	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign	  that	  are	  based	  on	  a	  narrative	  about	  history,	  and	  shows	  they	  are	  not	  self-­‐evident.	  As	  such,	  then,	  it	  doesn’t	  particularly	  matter	  whether	  teleological	  narratives	  about	  history	  are	  accurate	  representations	  of	  what	  happened	  in	  the	  past.	  Rather,	  these	  patterns	  of	  thought	  have	  certain	  concrete	  effects	  which	  matter	  both	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  policy	  formulated	  by	  politicians	  and	  in	  the	  detail	  of	  the	  lives	  of	  the	  governed.	  	  Modes	  of	  thinking	  are	  ethical	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  they	  are	  deeply	  bound	  up	  with	  the	  modes	  of	  being	  and	  behaving	  that	  constitute	  our	  lives	  together.	  Many	  contemporary	  ethical	  practices,	  like	  voting	  or	  even	  reading	  a	  newspaper,	  require	  reflection	  on	  our	  own	  subjectivity	  and	  identity	  and	  are	  dependent,	  as	  Foucault	  pointed	  out	  (1982),	  on	  our	  ability	  to	  work	  on	  the	  self,	  to	  engage	  freely	  in	  practical	  and	  imaginative	  choices.	  	  The	  imperative	  towards	  this	  ethical	  work	  on	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the	  self	  therefore	  enables	  us	  to	  pry	  open	  space	  to	  challenge	  the	  modes	  of	  thinking	  that	  have	  captivated	  us	  (Campbell,	  1998:	  3192).	  	  As	  Colin	  Gordon	  argues:	  	  	   to	  the	  extent	  that	  the	  governed	  are	  engaged,	  in	  their	  individuality,	  by	  the	  propositions	  and	  provisions	  of	  government,	  government	  makes	  its	  own	  rationality	  intimately	  their	  affair:	  politics	  becomes,	  in	  a	  new	  sense,	  answerable	  to	  ethics	  (Gordon,	  1991:	  48)	  	  Throughout	  this	  thesis	  we	  will	  return	  to	  these	  ideas	  about	  practices	  of	  thought	  and	  work	  on	  the	  self	  by	  freely-­‐choosing	  subjects.	  	  	  To	  begin,	  though,	  I	  will	  next	  tell	  two	  stories	  about	  democracy,	  history	  and	  threatening	  others	  that	  will	  demonstrate	  in	  detail	  how	  important	  it	  is	  to	  attend	  to	  the	  empirical	  and	  concrete	  ethics	  of	  how	  we	  think	  and	  how	  we	  live	  our	  lives.	  The	  first	  is	  somewhat	  autobiographical	  and	  concerns	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  Pakistan;	  the	  second	  is	  about	  a	  row	  provoked	  by	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury.	  Both	  these	  stories	  show	  how	  identities	  are	  produced	  and	  reproduced	  through	  continuous	  narrations	  of	  a	  version	  of	  history	  that	  is	  haunted	  by	  a	  variety	  of	  undemocratic	  others.	  They	  both	  demonstrate	  how	  practices	  of	  thought	  produce	  a	  commitment	  to	  a	  democracy	  that	  is	  quite	  rigid	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  precise	  institutions	  that	  are	  considered	  democratic:	  the	  familiar	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  Finally,	  they	  both	  show	  how	  identity	  and	  democratic	  practice	  are	  grounded	  in	  everyday	  life	  including	  perfectly	  ordinary	  practices	  of	  thought:	  a	  citizen	  reading	  a	  newspaper	  or	  listening	  to	  a	  speech	  on	  the	  news;	  a	  civil	  servant	  doing	  her	  job;	  a	  clergyman	  giving	  a	  lecture	  or	  sermon;	  a	  teacher,	  a	  newspaper,	  a	  popular	  book	  or	  a	  television	  programme	  offering	  a	  version	  of	  history;	  a	  believer	  taking	  her	  claims	  to	  a	  religious	  court	  or	  scholar.	  These	  are	  the	  sorts	  of	  practices	  I	  refer	  to	  as	  ethical.	  	   *	  	  The	  first	  story	  concerns	  a	  puzzling	  situation	  that	  transformed	  my	  working	  life,	  as	  a	  manager	  in	  the	  British	  Council	  in	  Islamabad.	  It	  is	  about	  how	  it	  happened	  that	  I	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ended	  up,	  along	  with	  other	  servants	  of	  the	  British	  Government	  in	  Pakistan,	  working	  on	  how	  to	  prioritise	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  The	  puzzle	  concerned	  why	  this	  was	  considered	  a	  reasonable	  response	  to	  a	  terrorist	  attack	  in	  Britain.	  Why	  was	  democracy	  seen	  as	  a	  solution	  to	  “home-­‐grown”	  terrorism?	  And	  why	  in	  
Pakistan?	  	  I	  had	  been	  living	  and	  working	  in	  Pakistan	  for	  nearly	  a	  year	  when	  I	  heard	  the	  terrible	  news	  that	  a	  co-­‐ordinated	  bombing	  attack	  on	  the	  London	  transport	  system	  on	  7	  July	  2005	  had	  killed	  56	  people,	  including	  the	  bombers,	  and	  injured	  more	  than	  700.	  To	  begin	  with,	  it	  wasn’t	  clear	  who	  had	  committed	  this	  mass	  murder,	  but	  within	  the	  week	  the	  fact	  came	  out	  that	  the	  suicide	  bombers	  had	  been	  British	  citizens.	  This	  was	  shocking	  news,	  because	  the	  bombings	  had	  widely	  been	  reported	  as	  a	  war-­‐like	  act	  that	  would	  have	  been	  easier	  to	  understand	  if	  they	  had	  come	  from	  a	  foreign	  enemy,	  rather	  than	  from	  young	  men	  who	  had	  “unmistakeably”	  Yorkshire	  accents	  (BBC,	  2006b).	  In	  the	  weeks	  and	  months	  that	  followed,	  moreover,	  it	  transpired	  that	  almost	  everything	  about	  the	  attacks	  had	  been,	  in	  conventional	  terms,	  “domestic”,	  including	  financing	  from	  a	  British	  bank	  loan,	  the	  technical	  know-­‐how	  obtained	  from	  websites	  hosted	  in	  Britain	  and	  the	  apparent	  motivation	  which	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  directed	  against	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  British	  government	  (Bulley,	  2008:	  82;	  Townsend,	  2006).	  It	  was	  therefore,	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it,	  strange	  that	  the	  Foreign	  Secretary	  was	  tasked	  with	  engaging	  with	  the	  media	  (Bulley,	  2008:	  83)	  and	  that	  people	  like	  me,	  working	  for	  the	  British	  Government	  abroad,	  were	  involved	  in	  the	  policy	  dimension	  of	  the	  reaction.	  	  One	  way	  of	  explaining	  intervention	  in	  Pakistan	  (amongst	  myriad	  other	  actions)	  as	  a	  logical	  concrete	  response	  to	  an	  attack	  by	  British-­‐born	  bombers	  in	  the	  British	  capital	  city	  is	  to	  suggest	  that	  there	  must	  have	  been	  something	  foreign	  (Pakistani?)	  about	  the	  bombers,	  despite	  appearances.	  This	  would	  explain	  the	  enormous	  amount	  of	  attention	  that	  was	  paid	  to	  “links”	  they	  had	  in	  Pakistan	  (BBC,	  2006b;	  Bulley,	  2008:	  82-­‐83).	  	  	  In	  fact,	  various	  vague	  hints	  about	  possible	  trips	  to	  training	  camps	  or	  links	  to	  Al-­‐Qaeda	  leaders	  have	  largely	  been	  discredited	  (ibid;	  Townsend,	  2006)	  and	  the	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Official	  Report	  of	  the	  London	  Bombings	  stated	  that	  “[t]heir	  indoctrination	  appears	  to	  have	  taken	  place	  away	  from	  places	  with	  known	  links	  to	  extremism”	  (Home	  Office,	  2006:	  25).	  Nevertheless,	  the	  same	  report	  devotes	  two	  pages	  to	  the	  question	  “Were	  they	  directed	  from	  abroad?”.	  These	  two	  pages	  make	  much	  of	  the	  two	  and	  half	  month	  visit	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  and	  Shehzad	  Tanweer	  made	  to	  Pakistan	  in	  2004-­‐5,	  although	  again	  this	  is	  acknowledged	  to	  be	  hardly	  “unusual”,	  given	  that	  400,000	  trips	  were	  made	  to	  Pakistan	  by	  UK	  residents	  in	  2004	  (ibid:	  21).	  Likewise,	  media	  reporting	  of	  the	  bombings	  was	  overwhelmingly	  framed	  by	  this	  supposed	  link	  with	  Pakistan,	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  the	  Daily	  
Telegraph	  ran	  a	  story	  about	  the	  attack	  entitled	  “Pakistan	  wakes	  up	  to	  the	  hatred	  within”,	  as	  if	  the	  bombers	  had	  indeed	  been	  Pakistani	  and	  not	  British	  (Rashid,	  2005).	  This	  is	  emblematic	  of	  the	  perplexity	  engendered	  by	  the	  discovery	  that	  terrorism	  could	  be	  “home-­‐grown”:	  it	  seemed	  no	  longer	  clear	  who	  was	  British	  and	  who	  wasn’t.	  This,	  then,	  appears	  to	  account	  for	  why	  Pakistan	  was	  the	  target	  of	  intervention:	  if	  the	  threat	  was	  foreign,	  then	  it	  could	  be	  contained	  by	  intervention	  overseas.	  	  Tony	  Blair,	  the	  then-­‐Prime	  Minister,	  explained	  the	  importance	  of	  intervention	  beyond	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  UK	  –	  as	  they	  are	  conventionally	  understood	  -­‐	  in	  order	  to	  prevent	  terrorism	  by	  stating	  that	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  “may	  have	  been	  born	  here.	  But	  his	  ideology	  wasn’t.	  And	  that	  is	  why	  it	  has	  to	  be	  taken	  on,	  everywhere”	  (2006).	  This	  is	  a	  move	  with	  two	  consequences.	  First,	  by	  pinpointing	  the	  ideology	  of	  the	  bombers	  as	  foreign,	  he	  was	  exteriorising	  the	  problem.	  The	  argument	  could	  then	  logically	  follow,	  as	  Blair	  (Blair,	  2007b)	  put	  it	  himself,	  that	  	  “what	  happens	  in	  Pakistan	  matters	  on	  the	  streets	  of	  Britain”.	  This	  is	  how	  he	  attempted	  to	  legitimate	  the	  interventions	  in	  Pakistan	  that	  I	  experienced	  first	  hand.	  Second,	  though,	  Blair	  was	  suggesting	  that	  just	  because	  a	  person	  is	  “born	  here”,	  that	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  he	  or	  she	  is	  necessarily	  wholly	  British.	  This	  disrupts	  the	  commonsense	  assumption	  that	  to	  be	  “born	  here”	  –	  traditional	  jus	  
soli	  	  -­‐	  is	  the	  first	  and,	  perhaps,	  fundamental	  criterion	  of	  belonging,	  of	  being	  British.	  The	  bombers,	  it	  is	  implied,	  were	  indeed	  in	  some	  way	  foreign	  because	  they	  did	  not	  share	  a	  British	  “ideology”.	  The	  corollary	  of	  this	  is	  that	  it	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  know	  who	  is	  British	  and	  who	  is	  foreign,	  who	  belongs	  and	  who	  does	  
16	  
not,	  from	  their	  appearance,	  or	  their	  accent,	  or	  their	  passport.	  Rather,	  the	  border	  between	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign	  can	  only	  be	  created	  and	  sustained	  by	  establishing	  what	  counts	  as	  an	  acceptably	  British	  “ideology”	  or	  set	  of	  values.	  	  	  So,	  why	  was	  democracy	  to	  be	  the	  means	  of	  making	  the	  streets	  of	  Britain	  safer	  by	  intervening	  in	  Pakistan?	  To	  understand	  this,	  I	  need	  to	  begin	  by	  showing	  that	  an	  acceptable	  “ideology”	  at	  home	  entails	  a	  commitment	  to	  democracy	  and	  to	  a	  national	  history	  that	  has	  involved	  the	  imagined	  community	  of	  the	  nation	  in	  facing	  down	  numerous	  undemocratic	  others.	  This	  will	  lead	  to	  a	  discussion	  of	  how	  the	  promotion	  of	  this	  ideology	  overseas	  was	  understood	  to	  be	  useful	  in	  containing	  the	  threat	  of	  terrorism.	  	  The	  question	  of	  what	  was	  meant	  by	  British	  values	  (or	  the	  ideology	  informed	  by	  them)	  was	  the	  subject	  of	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  discussion	  in	  the	  media	  and	  by	  politicians	  at	  the	  time	  and,	  importantly,	  this	  was	  accompanied	  by	  a	  set	  of	  narratives	  about	  British	  history.	  For	  example,	  a	  leader	  in	  the	  Sunday	  Express	  on	  10	  July	  2005	  encouraged	  reflection	  on	  “what	  values	  Britain	  has	  to	  defend”	  against	  terrorism	  and	  suggested	  that	  an	  appropriate	  response	  would	  be	  to	  strengthen	  “Western	  […]	  democratic	  values”	  against	  the	  threat	  that	  “sharia	  law	  […]	  should	  take	  root	  in	  this	  country”	  by	  ensuring	  that	  all	  schoolchildren	  and	  anyone	  seeking	  British	  citizenship	  should	  “be	  taught	  about	  the	  evolution	  of	  democracy	  and	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  and	  the	  emergence	  of	  religious	  tolerance	  from	  the	  Magna	  Carta	  through	  the	  Civil	  War,	  the	  Glorious	  Revolution,	  the	  Great	  Reform	  Act	  and	  the	  fight	  to	  defend	  all	  those	  freedoms	  in	  the	  cauldron	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  War”	  (Shipman,	  2005).	  By	  this	  account,	  one	  way	  of	  distinguishing	  the	  difference	  between	  someone	  who	  is,	  in	  some	  sense,	  authentically	  British	  and	  someone	  who	  is	  foreign	  comes	  from	  their	  understanding	  of	  an	  official	  historical	  narrative	  and	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  democratic	  values	  that	  emerge	  from	  the	  history	  that	  British	  people	  share.	  	  	  This	  idea	  of	  Britishness	  as	  embodied	  by	  a	  commitment	  to	  democracy,	  honed	  through	  a	  seamless	  process	  of	  evolution	  and	  fought	  for	  against	  multiple	  others	  was	  echoed	  widely	  in	  the	  press	  and	  by	  politicians.	  It	  is,	  perhaps,	  summed	  up	  by	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Donald	  Rumsfeld’s	  words	  reproduced	  in	  large	  print	  across	  a	  double	  page	  in	  the	  
Daily	  Telegraph:	  “For	  generations,	  tyrants,	  fascists	  and	  terrorists	  have	  sought	  to	  carry	  out	  their	  violent	  designs	  upon	  the	  British	  people,	  only	  to	  founder	  upon	  its	  unrelenting	  shores”	  (Daily	  Telegraph,	  2005),	  which	  resonate	  with	  the	  more	  than	  400	  mentions	  in	  national	  newspapers	  of	  the	  London	  Blitz	  in	  connection	  with	  the	  attack	  in	  the	  three	  weeks	  following	  the	  bombings.	  Moments	  of	  British	  history	  that	  would	  be	  widely	  familiar	  were	  pressed	  into	  service	  in	  a	  narrative	  about	  Britishness	  as	  a	  history	  of	  struggle	  for	  democracy	  against	  multiple	  threatening	  and	  foreign	  others.	  	  The	  question	  of	  why	  democracy	  in	  Pakistan	  would	  help	  make	  Britain	  safe	  was	  also	  informed	  by	  understandings	  about	  the	  logic	  of	  history.	  If	  domestic	  identity	  had	  been	  established	  through	  a	  progressive,	  evolutionary	  history,	  this	  meant	  that	  other	  countries	  could	  likewise	  go	  through	  a	  similar	  version	  of	  history	  and	  thereby	  modernise,	  progress	  and	  come	  up-­‐to-­‐date,	  thus	  domesticating	  them	  and	  making	  them	  safe.	  This	  narrative	  of	  history	  as	  a	  necessary	  progression	  from	  worse	  to	  better	  times	  is	  implicit	  in	  notions	  about	  “civilisation”	  which	  date	  back	  to	  colonial	  rule	  (Bowden,	  2009)	  and	  to	  more	  recent	  ideas	  about	  “development”.	  	  	  The	  relationship	  of	  a	  narrative	  of	  civilization	  and	  development	  to	  the	  bombings	  is	  symbolised	  perhaps	  most	  vividly	  by	  a	  description	  on	  10	  July	  2005,	  in	  the	  
Sunday	  Telegraph.	  It	  paints	  a	  grizzly	  picture	  of	  St	  Pancras	  Church	  in	  London	  with	  both	  Make	  Poverty	  History	  ribbons	  tied	  round	  its	  pillars	  and	  blood	  splattered	  on	  its	  walls	  following	  the	  bombing	  of	  a	  crowded	  bus	  in	  nearby	  Tavistock	  Square	  (Porter,	  2005:	  2).	  The	  ribbons	  were	  there	  because	  the	  bombings	  were	  timed	  –	  seemingly	  deliberately	  –	  to	  coincide	  with	  the	  G8	  summit	  in	  Gleneagles,	  which	  was	  focusing	  on	  issues	  of	  poverty	  and	  development.	  These	  juxtapositions	  of	  the	  Make	  Poverty	  History	  campaign	  and	  the	  G8	  summit,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  with	  the	  destruction	  wrought	  by	  the	  bombers,	  on	  the	  other,	  offered	  a	  useful	  way	  of	  understanding	  and	  condemning	  the	  attacks.	  The	  “civilised”	  values	  of	  the	  G8,	  the	  UK	  Government,	  the	  “British	  way	  of	  life”	  and	  the	  Make	  Poverty	  History	  campaign,	  were	  readily	  juxtaposed	  with	  the	  “barbarism”	  of	  the	  terrorist	  display	  of	  violence,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  barbarities	  of	  poverty,	  lack	  of	  development,	  bad	  governance	  and	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corruption	  (Douzinas,	  2008:	  195).	  The	  present,	  civilised,	  developed	  condition	  of	  Britain	  could	  be	  contrasted	  not	  only	  with	  the	  backward	  state	  the	  country	  would	  be	  in	  if	  the	  terrorists	  were	  able	  to	  prevail,	  but	  also	  with	  the	  current	  underdeveloped	  state	  of	  Pakistan,	  whence	  the	  danger	  of	  terrorism	  appeared	  to	  emanate.	  	  Tony	  Blair,	  in	  his	  initial	  statement	  on	  the	  bombings,	  spoke	  in	  a	  language	  informed	  by	  these	  temporalities:	  “It	  is	  particularly	  barbaric	  that	  this	  has	  happened	  on	  a	  day	  when	  people	  are	  meeting	  to	  try	  to	  help	  the	  problems	  of	  poverty	  […]	  our	  determination	  to	  defend	  our	  values	  is	  greater	  than	  their	  determination	  to	  cause	  death	  and	  destruction	  to	  innocent	  people	  […]	  they	  will	  never	  succeed	  in	  destroying	  what	  we	  hold	  dear	  in	  this	  country	  and	  in	  other	  civilised	  nations	  throughout	  the	  world”	  (2005a).	  In	  March	  2006,	  Blair	  gave	  a	  speech	  which	  developed	  and	  extended	  the	  initial	  response	  to	  the	  bombings	  as	  the	  actions	  of	  “barbarians”	  against	  “civilised	  people”:	  he	  furthermore	  suggested	  that	  “their	  [the	  terrorists’?]	  concept	  of	  governance	  is	  pre-­‐feudal;	  their	  positions	  on	  women	  and	  other	  faiths,	  reactionary	  and	  regressive”.	  The	  “battle”	  being	  waged,	  by	  this	  account,	  is	  “between	  progress	  and	  reaction,	  between	  those	  who	  embrace	  the	  modern	  world	  and	  those	  who	  reject	  its	  existence”.	  Once	  again,	  an	  unspoken	  version	  of	  history	  as	  a	  directional	  force	  that	  moves	  countries	  and	  people	  forward	  in	  time	  from	  a	  worse	  past	  to	  a	  better	  future	  is	  here	  evident	  in	  a	  number	  of	  temporal	  and	  historical	  formulations,	  in	  which	  civilisation,	  modernity	  and	  progress	  are	  pitted	  against	  feudalism	  (a	  specific	  feature	  of	  European	  history),	  barbarism	  and	  poverty.	  This	  is	  a	  version	  of	  history	  that	  offers	  a	  useful	  potential	  solution	  in	  a	  crisis.	  Again,	  if	  terrorism	  is	  the	  opposite	  of	  development,	  progress	  and	  civilisation,	  then	  one	  answer	  to	  the	  problem	  is	  to	  domesticate	  foreign	  danger	  by	  enabling	  places	  like	  Pakistan	  to	  come	  up	  to	  date.	  	  The	  answer	  to	  the	  question	  of	  why	  democracy	  and	  why	  in	  Pakistan	  is	  now	  much	  clearer.	  The	  values	  that	  emerge	  in	  his	  account	  as	  constitutive	  of	  “civilisation”,	  “progress”	  and	  “modernity”	  are	  clearly	  spelled	  out	  by	  Blair	  as:	  “religious	  tolerance,	  openness	  to	  others,	  to	  democracy,	  liberty	  and	  human	  rights	  administered	  by	  secular	  courts”	  (2006).	  These	  are	  recognisably	  the	  values	  
19	  
commonly	  associated	  with	  liberal	  democracy,	  and	  it	  is	  no	  coincidence	  that	  “democracy”	  is	  invoked	  numerous	  times	  in	  this	  speech	  as	  the	  “other”	  of	  “extremism”	  or	  “terrorism”.	  This	  then	  enables	  us	  to	  understand	  why	  democracy	  was	  understood	  to	  be	  what	  the	  British	  Government	  in	  Pakistan	  should	  be	  concentrating	  on	  in	  order	  to	  domesticate,	  or	  make	  safe,	  the	  dangerous	  ideology	  that	  appeared	  to	  be	  threatening	  British	  citizens.	  	  	  A	  teleological	  narrative	  of	  history,	  then,	  was	  understood	  both	  to	  shore	  up	  commitment	  to	  British	  values	  at	  home	  and	  to	  offer	  the	  means	  –	  through	  a	  development	  that	  had	  been	  achieved	  at	  home	  and	  was	  much	  needed	  overseas	  -­‐	  by	  which	  threats	  to	  it	  could	  be	  challenged	  in	  Pakistan.	  	   *	  	  The	  second	  story	  is	  about	  a	  lecture	  given	  by	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  in	  2008	  in	  which	  he	  suggested	  that	  different	  legal	  traditions,	  including	  shari’ah	  law,	  should	  be	  accommodated	  within	  the	  British	  legal	  system	  (Williams,	  2008b).	  This	  was	  a	  measured	  and	  carefully	  argued	  speech,	  which	  drew	  upon	  the	  vast	  literature	  that	  suggests	  that	  it	  is	  desirable	  to	  incorporate	  a	  range	  of	  different	  voices	  into	  the	  democratic	  debate	  and	  conversation	  and	  that	  this	  can	  only	  occur	  if	  different	  modes	  of	  identity	  and	  commitment	  –	  which	  do	  not	  presuppose	  the	  white,	  male,	  “rational”	  subject	  of	  Enlightenment	  thinking	  –	  can	  be	  included.	  	  The	  Archbishop	  was	  shouted	  down	  in	  fury	  as	  switchboards	  at	  Canterbury	  Cathedral,	  Lambeth	  Palace	  and	  the	  BBC	  were	  jammed	  by	  complaints	  (Gadher	  et	  al.,	  2008)	  and	  a	  torrent	  of	  around	  500	  newspaper	  articles	  appeared	  in	  the	  national	  press	  to	  dispute	  his	  views.	  This	  was	  accompanied	  by	  an	  immediate	  condemnation	  from	  the	  Prime	  Minister,	  the	  Head	  of	  Commission	  for	  Racial	  Equality,	  clergy	  from	  the	  Church	  of	  England	  and	  other	  churches,	  numerous	  MPs	  and	  even	  some	  Muslim	  leaders	  and	  politicians	  (Petre	  and	  Porter,	  2008).	  	  	  This	  story,	  like	  the	  first,	  is	  also	  puzzling.	  The	  puzzle	  it	  poses	  is	  why	  a	  lecture	  that	  carefully	  explored	  the	  possibility	  of	  making	  democratic	  law-­‐making	  more	  plural	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and	  inclusive	  could	  be	  attacked	  in	  the	  very	  name	  of	  democracy	  and	  why	  it	  was	  widely	  interpreted	  as	  an	  existential	  threat	  to	  British	  values.	  	  Why	  were	  current	  configurations	  of	  democracy	  so	  passionately	  defended	  against	  innovations	  that	  might	  make	  them	  more	  democratic?	  Why	  were	  proposals	  for	  changes	  to	  the	  ways	  laws	  are	  democratically	  made	  and	  applied	  understood	  as	  threatening	  and	  
foreign?	  	  The	  fundamentally	  alien	  nature	  of	  shari’ah	  law	  was	  asserted	  by	  none	  other	  than	  the	  Prime	  Minister,	  Gordon	  Brown,	  whose	  spokesman	  distanced	  him	  from	  the	  archbishop	  by	  suggesting	  that:	  “British	  laws	  would	  be	  based	  on	  British	  values”	  (Butt,	  2008).	  Although	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  principles	  of	  shari’ah	  law	  is	  part	  of	  the	  religious	  practice	  of	  millions	  of	  British	  citizens,	  its	  foreignness	  was	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  it	  was	  widely	  repeated	  that	  anyone	  wishing	  to	  live	  under	  its	  provisions	  is	  welcome	  to	  “go	  and	  live	  in	  a	  Muslim	  country”,	  establishing	  that	  British	  identity	  is	  premised	  on	  being	  those	  things	  that	  a	  Muslim	  country	  is	  
not	  (Khan,	  2008b;	  see	  also	  Baig,	  2008;	  Diamond,	  2008;	  Hartley-­‐Brewer,	  2008).	  The	  Sunday	  Times	  goes	  so	  far	  as	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  Archbishop	  has	  committed	  “treason”	  –	  the	  ultimate	  in	  existential	  threats	  to	  the	  nation	  –	  adding,	  in	  an	  echo	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  narrative	  that	  regularly	  animate	  discussions	  of	  the	  London	  bombings,	  that	  his	  views	  are	  “appeasement	  to	  an	  alien	  set	  of	  values”	  (Marrin,	  2008;	  see	  also	  The	  Times,	  2008).	  	  	  Matthew	  d’Ancona	  (d'Ancona,	  2008)	  puts	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  here	  very	  clearly	  in	  the	  
Sunday	  Telegraph	  when	  he	  states	  that:	  “we	  are	  at	  war	  with	  fundamentalist	  Islam	  […]	  They	  seek	  […]	  the	  global	  imposition	  of	  sharia	  law”.	  Shari’ah	  law	  is	  primarily	  understood	  to	  be	  foreign	  because	  it	  is	  connected	  to	  the	  foreign	  element	  of	  the	  London	  terrorists’	  ideology	  that	  is	  to	  be	  feared.	  	  	  There	  are	  two	  elements	  to	  this	  perceived	  threat.	  The	  first	  is	  that	  there	  is	  some	  direct	  link	  between	  shari’ah	  law	  and	  terrorism	  itself.	  For	  instance,	  the	  Director	  of	  the	  Crown	  Prosecution	  Service	  is	  quoted	  as	  saying	  that	  a	  map	  of	  “incidence	  of	  honour	  based	  violence”,	  which	  is	  allegedly	  tolerated	  by	  shari’ah	  courts,	  and	  a	  map	  of	  “terrorist	  cells”	  would	  be	  “identical”	  (Seighart,	  2008).	  This	  is	  despite	  the	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fact	  that	  the	  Archbishop	  made	  it	  clear,	  in	  a	  BBC	  interview	  prior	  to	  his	  lecture,	  that	  there	  could	  be	  no	  accommodation	  with	  “the	  most	  repressive	  and	  retrograde	  elements”	  that	  characterise	  stereotypes	  of	  Islamic	  law	  (Williams,	  2008a).	  Meanwhile,	  the	  former	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury,	  Lord	  Carey,	  aired	  concerns	  that	  heeding	  Rowan	  Williams’	  suggestions	  “would	  be	  dangerous	  and	  would	  encourage	  some	  Muslims	  to	  try	  to	  turn	  Britain	  into	  an	  Islamic	  state”	  (Wynne-­‐Jones,	  2008).	  Thus	  the	  existential	  threat	  of	  terrorism	  appeared	  to	  be	  aided	  and	  abetted	  directly	  by	  these	  suggestions.	  	  More	  widespread,	  however,	  is	  the	  second	  element	  of	  the	  threat:	  that	  any	  attempt	  to	  formalise	  systems	  of	  shari’ah	  law	  within	  the	  British	  system	  would	  in	  and	  of	  itself	  turn	  Britain	  into	  an	  unrecognisably	  foreign	  country	  –	  particularly	  insofar	  as	  it	  would	  impact	  negatively	  on	  women’s	  rights	  -­‐	  and	  would	  support	  the	  supposed	  aims	  of	  the	  terrorists	  by	  bringing	  about	  precisely	  what	  they	  wanted	  to	  achieve.	  The	  populist	  tabloid	  Sun	  newspaper	  was	  particularly	  keen	  to	  make	  this	  link.	  It	  condemned	  the	  speech	  on	  its	  front	  page	  next	  to	  a	  photograph	  of	  the	  burning	  bus	  in	  Tavistock	  Square	  (Pascoe-­‐Watson,	  2008)	  and	  claimed	  that	  the	  speech	  represented	  a	  “victory	  for	  terrorism”	  (Wilson	  and	  Pascoe-­‐Watson,	  2008).	  The	  implication	  is	  that	  the	  terrorists	  of	  7	  July	  2005	  showed	  what	  a	  violent	  place	  a	  Britain	  with	  shari’ah	  law	  might	  be	  like.	  	  Given	  that	  ideas	  about	  shari’ah	  law	  were	  so	  bound	  up	  with	  the	  perceived	  threat	  to	  British	  identity	  from	  a	  foreign	  ideology,	  it	  is	  not	  difficult	  to	  see	  why	  the	  Archbishop’s	  lecture	  was	  decried	  specifically	  in	  terms	  of	  democracy,	  even	  though	  his	  intention	  was	  precisely	  to	  expand	  and	  not	  foreclose	  British	  democratic	  practice.	  That	  is	  because	  of	  the	  already-­‐constituted	  understanding	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  quintessentially	  British	  achievement	  that	  is	  precisely	  what	  has	  to	  be	  defended	  against	  terrorism.	  If	  terrorists	  are	  opposed	  to	  Britain	  and	  to	  democracy	  and	  in	  favour	  of	  shari’ah	  law,	  then,	  it	  seems	  –	  despite	  the	  Archbishop’s	  careful	  argument	  to	  the	  contrary	  -­‐	  unthinkable	  that	  democracy	  and	  shari’ah	  law	  could	  be	  compatible.	  Thus,	  what	  is	  put	  forward	  as	  the	  set	  of	  values	  to	  be	  defended	  turns	  out	  to	  be	  the	  familiar	  status	  quo:	  the	  institutions	  and	  values	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  
The	  Times	  asserts,	  for	  instance,	  that	  “It	  is	  fundamental	  to	  this	  democracy	  that	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there	  should	  be	  one	  law	  for	  everyone”,	  adding	  that	  any	  accommodation	  with	  
shari’ah	  law	  would	  “undermine	  the	  […]	  strength	  of	  our	  parliamentary	  democracy”	  (The	  Times,	  2008).	  Baroness	  Warsi,	  then	  shadow	  minister	  for	  community	  cohesion	  and	  social	  action,	  suggested	  that	  “All	  British	  citizens	  must	  be	  subject	  to	  British	  laws	  developed	  through	  Parliament	  and	  the	  courts”	  (quoted	  in	  Petre	  and	  Porter,	  2008).	  Meanwhile	  a	  European	  court	  of	  human	  rights	  decision	  from	  2003	  is	  widely	  quoted	  as	  meaning	  that	  shari’ah	  law	  is	  “incompatible	  with	  European	  ideas	  of	  democracy”	  (Dyer,	  2008).	  It	  is	  not	  so	  much	  democracy	  as	  a	  contested	  idea	  in	  political	  theory	  that	  is	  being	  defended,	  as	  a	  specific	  set	  of	  European	  institutions.	  	  These	  institutions	  and	  their	  relation	  to	  Britishness	  is	  understood	  through	  a	  similar	  set	  of	  narratives	  about	  civilisation	  and	  British	  history	  that	  we	  saw	  in	  the	  first	  story	  about	  the	  London	  bombings	  above.	  Minette	  Marrin	  (2008)	  in	  the	  
Sunday	  Times	  puts	  it	  like	  this:	  	  	   What	  is	  good	  and	  essential	  about	  this	  country	  is	  the	  [democratically-­‐made]	  law	  itself.	  It	  has	  evolved	  over	  centuries	  from	  medieval	  barbarities	  into	  something,	  for	  all	  its	  faults,	  that	  is	  civilised.	  Our	  law	  expresses	  and	  maintains	  the	  best	  virtues	  of	  our	  society.	  Anyone	  who	  does	  not	  accept	  it	  does	  not	  belong	  here.	  	  	  Lord	  Carey	  (2008)	  –	  the	  former	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  –	  writing	  in	  the	  popular	  tabloid	  the	  News	  of	  the	  World	  invokes	  “the	  laws	  of	  our	  land	  which	  have	  been	  so	  painfully	  honed	  by	  the	  struggle	  for	  democracy	  and	  human	  rights”.	  The	  seamless,	  teleological	  version	  of	  British	  history	  that	  is	  implied	  by	  these	  accounts	  of	  progression	  from	  a	  medieval	  barbaric	  past	  to	  a	  democratic,	  modern	  present	  is	  spelled	  out	  by	  the	  Daily	  Mail	  (2008a):	  “From	  Magna	  Carta	  to	  the	  Glorious	  Revolution,	  from	  the	  Great	  Reform	  Act	  to	  the	  Suffragettes,	  one	  golden	  thread	  runs	  through	  our	  nation’s	  history.”	  Yet	  again,	  then,	  we	  see	  a	  national	  identity	  and	  a	  commitment	  to	  a	  specific	  set	  of	  democratic	  institutions	  being	  shored	  up	  by	  a	  progressive	  narrative	  about	  British	  history.	  	  Again,	  a	  specific	  narrative	  about	  British	  history	  intersects	  with	  a	  broader	  understanding	  of	  the	  logic	  of	  history,	  as	  civilised,	  modern	  values	  are	  contrasted	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with	  the	  barbarities	  of	  an	  uncivilised	  past,	  symbolised	  by	  shari’ah	  law	  (Wallis,	  2008;	  Bunting,	  2008;	  Seighart,	  2008).	  Various	  breathless	  accounts	  of	  stonings,	  floggings,	  beheadings,	  limb	  amputations	  and	  so	  on	  are	  regularly	  provided	  to	  substantiate	  the	  outdated	  modes	  of	  punishment	  the	  shari’ah	  allegedly	  sanctions	  (Murray	  and	  Giannangeli,	  2008;	  Daily	  Mail,	  2008b;	  Howse,	  2008).	  A	  narrative	  about	  civilisation	  and	  the	  barbaric	  backwardness	  of	  shari’ah	  sits	  alongside	  a	  more	  specific	  story	  about	  British	  history	  and	  provides	  a	  broader	  understanding	  of	  history	  as	  offering	  a	  solution	  for	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  that	  are	  behind	  Britain	  in	  time:	  they	  simply	  need	  to	  make	  an	  entrance	  into	  history	  and	  come	  up	  to	  date.	  	  
The	  Blackmail	  of	  Democracy	  
	  In	  both	  these	  stories,	  modes	  of	  democratic	  governance	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  constitutive	  of	  whether	  a	  society	  is	  “civilised”	  or	  not	  –	  and	  in	  a	  context	  where	  “civilisation”	  is	  understood	  as	  what	  is	  to	  be	  defended	  in	  a	  “war	  on	  terror”	  against	  “barbarians”,	  the	  stakes	  of	  what	  counts	  as	  civilisation	  are	  very	  high.	  British	  citizens,	  as	  they	  read	  the	  newspapers	  or	  heard	  the	  political	  speeches	  that	  were	  broadcast	  on	  the	  news,	  were	  offered	  a	  clear	  and	  stark	  choice	  in	  both	  these	  stories.	  They	  could	  accept	  the	  modern,	  civilised	  laws	  that	  constituted	  British	  identity	  as	  a	  function	  of	  its	  long	  and	  homogeneous	  history,	  and	  participate	  fully	  in	  its	  liberal	  democracy,	  or	  they	  could	  go	  and	  live	  elsewhere,	  perhaps	  in	  an	  outdated	  “Muslim	  country.”	  This	  constituted	  a	  kind	  of	  blackmail	  that	  can	  be	  found	  in	  both	  stories:	  the	  blackmail	  of	  being	  “for”	  or	  “against”	  democracy.	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  this	  is	  a	  practice	  that	  has	  profound	  implications	  for	  British	  policy	  in	  Pakistan	  as	  well	  as	  for	  everyday	  life	  at	  home.	  	  Foucault	  identified	  “the	  blackmail	  of	  the	  Enlightenment”	  (1991e:	  42-­‐43)	  as	  the	  framing	  of	  a	  choice	  which	  runs	  like	  this:	  if	  we	  are	  to	  subscribe	  to,	  or	  accept	  the	  benefits	  of,	  any	  part	  of	  the	  thinking	  and	  practices	  associated	  with	  what	  has	  become	  known	  as	  the	  Enlightenment	  project,	  then	  we	  must	  commit	  ourselves	  fully	  to	  all	  the	  implications	  of	  this	  broader	  project.	  The	  only	  alternative	  is	  to	  reject	  the	  Enlightenment	  wholesale.	  Blackmail,	  then,	  resides	  in	  the	  possibility	  of	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a	  choice,	  but	  a	  choice	  that	  is	  also	  a	  trap:	  the	  cost	  of	  choosing	  either	  option	  is	  unbearably	  high.	  	  	  Drawing	  on	  Foucault’s	  understanding	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  the	  Enlightenment,	  I	  look	  at	  the	  way	  that	  the	  seductive	  discourse	  of	  “democracy”	  –	  itself	  a	  constituent	  element	  in	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	  Enlightenment	  -­‐	  has	  become	  implicated	  in	  a	  blackmail	  based	  on	  the	  temporal	  distinction	  between	  civilisation	  and	  barbarism.	  This	  blackmail	  poses	  a	  specific	  dilemma.	  Are	  we	  for	  democracy	  or	  would	  we	  prefer,	  along	  with	  religious	  clerics	  and	  Islamic	  terrorists,	  to	  oppose	  it	  in	  favour	  of	  religious	  authority?	  If	  we	  are	  for	  democracy,	  then,	  as	  the	  above	  stories	  begin	  to	  show,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  resist	  all	  the	  other	  elements	  and	  practices	  that	  come	  with	  it:	  secularism,	  liberalism,	  rationalism,	  elections,	  consumer	  capitalism,	  economic	  development	  and	  so	  on.	  If	  we	  are	  against	  it,	  we	  are	  against	  a	  universal	  value,	  the	  aspiration	  of	  millions	  around	  the	  world	  and	  we	  have	  very	  little	  to	  offer	  instead,	  apart	  from,	  perhaps,	  an	  uncivilised,	  unenlightened	  past	  in	  which	  religion,	  rather	  than	  properly	  exercised	  democratic	  reason,	  was	  the	  main	  source	  of	  power	  and	  authority.	  	  	  Blackmail	  is	  inherently	  violent.	  First,	  the	  forcing	  of	  a	  choice	  in	  this	  way	  enacts	  a	  kind	  of	  epistemic	  violence	  in	  which	  –	  as	  the	  Archbishop	  put	  it	  –	  certain	  people	  are	  asked	  “to	  choose	  between	  [their]	  culture	  and	  [their]	  rights”	  (Williams,	  2008b).	  	  In	  addition,	  the	  blackmail	  also	  invites	  violence	  on	  both	  sides	  in	  its	  polarising	  logic.	  Thus,	  for	  example,	  we	  see	  not	  only	  terrorist	  violence	  but	  also,	  after	  both	  the	  London	  bombings	  and	  the	  Archbishop’s	  lecture,	  profound	  fears	  of	  a	  “backlash”	  of	  violence	  towards	  British	  Muslims	  (Dodd	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  Milne,	  2008).	  Not	  only	  this,	  however,	  but	  within	  the	  choice	  offered	  by	  blackmail,	  there	  is	  always	  the	  possibility	  of	  rendering	  violently	  invisible	  the	  violence	  enacted	  in	  
the	  name	  of	  democracy.	  The	  various	  violences	  inherent	  in	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  will	  therefore	  preoccupy	  this	  thesis.	  	  Foucault’s	  approach	  to	  the	  blackmail	  of	  “for”	  or	  “against”	  was	  to	  resist	  it,	  by	  showing	  that	  the	  choice	  is	  a	  false	  one.	  The	  Enlightenment	  is	  not	  a	  unified	  project	  but	  a	  disparate,	  contradictory	  and	  contingent	  set	  of	  ideas,	  deeply	  rooted	  in	  a	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messy	  history	  and	  marked	  from	  the	  beginning	  by	  contention	  and	  resistance.	  More	  than	  this,	  he	  showed	  that	  the	  ways	  of	  thinking	  that	  distinguished	  the	  Enlightenment	  were	  marked	  by	  a	  particular	  orientation	  to	  the	  limits	  of	  their	  own	  time,	  a	  particular	  attitude	  towards	  the	  present	  (Foucault,	  1991b).	  His	  questioning	  of	  limits	  is	  characterised	  by	  his	  refusal	  to	  take	  for	  granted	  what	  offers	  itself	  as	  settled	  and	  established:	  he	  interrogates	  truths	  that	  seemed	  natural	  and	  inevitable,	  teleologies	  that	  seemed	  ineluctable	  and	  values	  that	  seemed	  universal,	  and	  he	  patiently	  demonstrates	  that	  such	  truths,	  teleologies	  and	  values	  are	  historically	  constructed,	  contingent	  and	  alterable.	  These	  are	  the	  concerns	  that	  marked	  Foucault	  out	  as	  a	  thinker	  who	  was	  extraordinarily	  true	  to	  the	  Enlightenment	  (Campbell,	  1998:	  2972-­‐3018).	  I	  therefore	  use	  his	  work	  to	  question,	  in	  the	  same	  manner,	  some	  of	  the	  limits	  of	  how	  we	  think	  about	  our	  identities	  as	  democratic	  citizens,	  which	  I	  suggest	  is	  a	  particularly	  urgent	  task	  if	  we	  are	  as	  committed	  to	  democracy	  as	  Foucault	  was	  to	  the	  Enlightenment.	  	  In	  order	  to	  interrogate	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  and	  its	  limits,	  we	  need	  to	  think	  first	  of	  all	  about	  the	  closely	  inter-­‐related	  sets	  of	  oppositions	  that	  we	  have	  encountered	  so	  far	  in	  a	  broader	  and	  more	  theoretical	  sense.	  	  
The	  Future/The	  Past,	  Development/Poverty,	  Civilisation/Barbarism	  	  Both	  of	  the	  stories	  I	  narrated	  above	  enable	  us	  to	  see	  a	  particular,	  often	  unspoken,	  account	  of	  history	  in	  which	  “civilisation”	  is	  a	  uniform	  endpoint	  to	  which	  any	  part	  of	  the	  world	  might	  aspire.	  What’s	  more,	  to	  be	  civilised	  is,	  above	  all,	  to	  be	  democratic.	  This	  understanding	  of	  human	  history	  as	  a	  teleological	  process	  in	  which	  things	  ineluctably	  improve	  and	  worse	  systems	  of	  governance	  are	  discarded	  in	  favour	  of	  better	  ones	  is,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  remarkably	  prevalent	  in	  the	  ways	  that	  we	  commonly	  speak	  of	  the	  world.	  The	  very	  ideas	  of	  “development”	  or	  “making	  poverty	  history”,	  of	  “progress”	  and	  “modernity”,	  are	  reliant	  on	  the	  idea	  that	  time	  and	  history	  are	  forces	  that	  move	  us	  forward,	  towards	  the	  ultimate	  goal,	  or	  telos,	  of	  civilisation.	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Francis	  Fukuyama’s	  (1989;	  1993)	  famous	  contention	  that	  with	  the	  fall	  of	  Communism	  in	  1989	  we	  had	  reached	  “the	  end	  of	  history”	  is	  a	  particularly	  good	  example	  of	  the	  teleology	  that	  underlies	  much	  contemporary	  thinking	  about	  democracy	  as	  civilisation.	  Although	  much	  ridiculed	  and	  contested,	  the	  notion	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  governing	  is	  in	  fact	  a	  remarkably	  prevalent	  assumption	  about	  the	  world,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  very	  lynchpin	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy.	  Indeed,	  much	  of	  the	  contestation	  about	  Fukyuama’s	  thesis	  has	  come	  not	  from	  any	  doubt	  about	  the	  universality	  of	  democratic	  values,	  but	  rather	  the	  far-­‐fetched	  idea	  that	  by	  1989	  everyone	  could	  agree	  on	  this	  (see,	  for	  example,	  Kagan,	  2008;	  Kaplan,	  2001;	  Chua,	  2004;	  Hawksley,	  2009).	  In	  the	  words	  of	  Slavoj	  Žižek:	  	   It	  is	  easy	  to	  make	  fun	  of	  Fukuyama’s	  notion	  of	  the	  End	  of	  History,	  but	  the	  dominant	  ethos	  today	  is	  ‘Fukuyamaian’:	  liberal	  democratic	  capitalism	  is	  accepted	  as	  the	  finally	  found	  formula	  of	  the	  best	  possible	  society	  (2008:	  421).	  	  Descriptions	  of	  a	  civilised,	  liberal	  democratic	  society	  at	  the	  end	  of	  history	  are	  often	  presented	  as	  though	  they	  have	  been	  fully	  achieved	  in	  Western	  societies.	  This	  then	  opens	  up	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  critique	  of	  those	  very	  societies	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  they	  do	  not	  live	  up	  to	  the	  values	  idealised	  in	  accounts	  of	  civilisation.	  In	  response	  to	  the	  civilisational	  discourse	  deployed	  by	  politicians	  after	  the	  London	  bombings,	  for	  example,	  journalist	  Polly	  Toynbee	  suggests:	  	  How	  barbaric,	  as	  Tony	  Blair	  rightly	  said,	  that	  the	  terrorists	  should	  strike	  just	  as	  the	  G8	  at	  least	  strives	  to	  do	  better	  on	  climate	  change	  […]	  but	  then	  barbarism	  is	  in	  the	  eye	  of	  the	  beholder	  […]	  Barbaric	  might	  also	  be	  30,000	  children	  a	  day	  dying	  in	  Africa	  (2005).	  	  Clearly	  this	  does	  nothing	  to	  disrupt	  the	  teleological	  narrative,	  but	  rather	  reinforces	  it,	  as	  Toynbee	  places	  the	  UK	  somewhere	  aspirational	  in	  a	  trajectory	  of	  history	  that	  has	  not	  yet	  reached	  its	  conclusion.	  	  	  As	  Talal	  Asad	  has	  pointed	  out	  (2003),	  ideas	  like	  “modernity”	  and	  “civilisation”	  are	  generally	  not	  descriptions	  of	  the	  present	  state	  of	  the	  world,	  but	  rather	  	  -­‐	  as	  in	  Toynbee’s	  account	  -­‐	  future-­‐oriented	  projects	  that	  guide	  and	  condition	  present	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action.	  This	  is	  important	  particularly	  for	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  are	  concerned	  with	  encountering	  and	  managing	  the	  “other”	  of	  civilisation,	  because	  it	  opens	  up	  a	  historical	  trajectory	  which	  others	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  able	  to	  enter	  into.	  	  As	  Michel	  Foucault	  (2005b:	  194-­‐197)	  has	  pointed	  out,	  the	  “other”	  of	  civilisation	  need	  not	  be	  the	  barbarian	  –	  in	  our	  case,	  for	  instance,	  the	  unruly	  and	  ungovernable	  terrorist	  -­‐	  who	  is,	  by	  definition,	  always	  the	  violent	  opponent	  of	  civilisation,	  contemporaneous	  in	  time	  and	  bent	  on	  its	  destruction.	  Rather,	  civilisation’s	  other	  can	  equally	  well	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  “savage”:	  that	  is,	  as	  a	  form	  of	  being	  that	  is	  further	  back	  in	  time	  but	  can	  be	  domesticated	  through	  the	  civilising	  course	  of	  history.	  In	  more	  contemporary	  parlance,	  the	  other	  of	  civilisation	  might	  be	  the	  un(der)developed,	  who	  can	  benefit	  from	  progress	  and	  be	  brought	  up-­‐to-­‐date.	  	  	  This	  is	  a	  narrative	  which	  is	  useful	  in	  the	  wake	  of	  catastrophe,	  because	  it	  always	  leaves	  us	  with	  something	  to	  do.	  Hence	  a	  whole	  raft	  of	  practices	  that	  will	  bring	  civilisation	  wherever	  it	  is	  lacking	  by	  means	  of	  better	  governance	  can	  be	  instigated.	  Democracy	  promotion,	  then,	  regardless	  of	  its	  location,	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  kind	  of	  civilising	  mission,	  whose	  logic	  is	  both	  to	  control	  and	  contain	  the	  irredeemably	  foreign	  other	  -­‐	  the	  barbarian,	  the	  terrorist	  –	  but	  also	  to	  domesticate	  the	  savage	  through	  the	  civilising	  rituals	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  
Democracy/Despotism,	  Domestic/Foreign	  	  When	  Tony	  Blair	  stated	  that:	  “They	  may	  have	  been	  born	  here	  but	  their	  ideology	  wasn’t.	  And	  that	  is	  why	  it	  must	  be	  taken	  on	  everywhere”,	  he	  is	  enacting	  a	  
bordering	  practice	  in	  which	  he	  performatively	  re/produces	  the	  idea	  that	  Britishness	  is	  constituted	  through	  a	  struggle	  against	  anti-­‐democratic	  others.	  In	  doing	  this,	  he	  draws	  attention	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  nation	  are	  not	  primarily	  located	  on	  maps,	  in	  ports	  or	  airports	  or	  even	  immigration	  queues,	  but	  rather	  in	  the	  everyday	  practices	  that	  enable	  us	  to	  establish	  and	  affirm	  what	  is	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“foreign”,	  in	  order	  that	  we	  might	  know	  who	  “we”	  are.	  “We”,	  he	  suggests,	  are	  civilised,	  we	  belong,	  because	  we	  are	  democrats.	  	  This	  helps	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  reaction	  to	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury.	  If	  a	  commitment	  to	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  constitutive	  of	  the	  nation,	  then	  his	  attempt	  to	  broaden	  the	  scope	  of	  what	  can	  be	  considered	  democratic	  is	  a	  contestation	  of	  familiar	  bordering	  practices.	  In	  effect,	  he	  is	  attempting	  to	  shift	  perceptions	  of	  what	  counts	  as	  foreign	  and	  he	  is	  doing	  so	  by	  proposing	  novel	  forms	  of	  
democracy.	  He	  is	  condemned	  by	  means	  of	  a	  repetition	  of	  more	  familiar	  forms	  of	  the	  border,	  which	  reassert	  a	  commitment	  to	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  the	  primary	  mode	  through	  which	  we	  can	  distinguish	  self	  from	  other,	  domestic/ated	  from	  foreign.	  	  Importantly,	  then,	  we	  can	  now	  distinguish	  two	  separate	  but	  deeply	  intertwined	  meanings	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  which	  map	  onto	  David	  Campbell’s	  distinction	  between	  Foreign	  Policy	  and	  foreign	  policy,	  which	  is	  worth	  quoting	  at	  some	  length:	  	  	  The	  first	  is	  one	  in	  which	  foreign	  policy	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  referring	  to	  all	  […]	  practices	  of	  differentiation,	  or	  modes	  of	  exclusion	  that	  constitute	  their	  objects	  as	  foreign	  when	  dealing	  with	  them.	  In	  this	  sense,	  foreign	  policy	  is	  divorced	  from	  the	  state	  as	  a	  particular	  resolution	  of	  the	  categories	  of	  identity	  and	  difference	  and	  applies	  to	  all	  confrontations	  between	  a	  self	  and	  an	  other	  located	  in	  different	  sites	  of	  ethnicity,	  race,	  class,	  gender	  or	  locale	  […The]	  second	  understanding	  -­‐	  Foreign	  Policy	  as	  state-­‐based	  and	  conventionally	  understood	  -­‐	  is	  thus	  not	  as	  equally	  implicated	  in	  the	  constitution	  of	  identity	  as	  the	  first	  understanding.	  Rather,	  Foreign	  Policy	  serves	  to	  reproduce	  the	  constitution	  of	  identity	  made	  possible	  by	  foreign	  policy	  and	  to	  contain	  challenges	  to	  that	  identity	  (1990:	  271).	  	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  the	  conventional,	  state-­‐based	  attempt	  to	  build	  and	  support	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  beyond	  conventional	  domestic	  borders.	  It	  is	  the	  work	  that	  the	  British	  Council,	  the	  Foreign	  and	  Commonwealth	  Office	  (FCO)	  and,	  above	  all,	  the	  Department	  for	  International	  Development	  (DFID)	  undertake	  in	  countries	  like	  Pakistan	  when	  they	  promote	  democracy	  and	  good	  governance.	  It	  can	  be	  understood	  to	  control	  and	  contain	  threats	  to	  democratic	  countries	  by	  building	  allegiances	  to	  the	  same	  values	  and	  institutions	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that	  ensure	  –	  according	  to	  Democratic	  Peace	  Theory	  –	  that	  democracies	  do	  not	  fight	  each	  other	  (Russett,	  1993:	  4).	  	  	  As	  Campbell	  demonstrates,	  however,	  a	  conventional,	  state-­‐based	  Foreign	  Policy	  is	  merely	  one	  manifestation	  of,	  and	  depends	  on,	  the	  much	  broader	  range	  of	  everyday	  practices	  by	  which	  the	  border	  between	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign	  is	  established	  and	  reproduced.	  Likewise,	  democracy	  promotion	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  practices	  –	  including	  but	  much	  exceeding	  Democracy	  Promotion	  -­‐	  by	  which	  commitment	  to	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  identity	  is	  established	  and	  threats	  to	  it	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  foreign,	  suspicious	  and	  other.	  As	  we	  saw	  above,	  these	  practices	  are	  regularly	  non-­‐state-­‐based	  and	  include	  the	  myriad	  ethics	  of	  everyday	  life,	  including	  the	  understandings	  of	  history	  and	  democracy	  that	  inform	  practices	  of	  thought	  as	  popularised	  through	  the	  media,	  political	  speech	  and	  history	  lessons.	  	  	  
Women’s	  Rights/Violent	  Masculinity,	  Public/Private	  
	  What	  amendments	  to	  democracy	  may	  be	  proposed,	  and	  what	  forms	  of	  law	  religious	  believers	  might	  appeal	  to,	  are	  likewise	  practical	  matters.	  In	  the	  stories	  above,	  we	  saw	  that	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought	  tend	  to	  require	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  division	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  that	  keeps	  religious	  practices	  private	  and	  maintains	  a	  public	  sphere	  that	  is	  understood	  as	  the	  rational,	  secular	  and	  legitimate	  sphere	  of	  democratic	  law-­‐making.	  The	  division	  between	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private	  is	  also	  important	  for	  the	  particular	  gendering	  of	  contemporary	  democracy	  promotion.	  	  The	  particular	  modes	  of	  governance	  that	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  civilised	  have	  always	  been	  deeply	  bound	  up	  with	  the	  proper	  ordering	  of	  gender	  relations.	  As	  Gayatri	  Spivak	  has	  so	  influentially	  pointed	  out,	  the	  archetypal	  “civilising	  mission”	  has	  long	  been	  decipherable	  as	  the	  process	  of	  “white	  men	  saving	  brown	  women	  from	  brown	  men”	  (Spivak,	  1987).	  The	  Sun	  newspaper’s	  headline	  in	  response	  to	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  –	  “What	  a	  burkha!”	  (Pascoe-­‐Watson,	  2008)	  –	  underlines	  the	  fact	  that	  civilisation	  is	  still	  thought	  about	  in	  profoundly	  gendered	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terms	  and	  much	  of	  the	  concern	  about	  shari’ah	  law	  both	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  London	  bombings	  and	  the	  Archbishop’s	  speech	  was	  articulated	  around	  a	  perceived	  threat	  to	  the	  contemporary	  gendered	  status	  quo.	  Britain,	  it	  was	  suggested,	  cannot	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  civilised	  place	  if	  the	  specific	  rights	  of	  its	  women	  citizens	  are	  abrogated.	  	  	  The	  point	  here	  is	  not	  to	  advocate	  the	  wearing	  of	  burqas.	  Rather,	  we	  need	  to	  ask	  what	  precise	  gender	  relations	  are	  thought	  to	  be	  civilised	  and	  how	  far	  they	  limit	  the	  practices	  associated	  with	  conventional	  masculinities	  and	  femininities.	  	  The	  discourse	  of	  violent	  masculinities	  and	  “imperilled	  women”	  associated	  with	  Islam	  and	  the	  War	  on	  Terror	  has	  been	  well-­‐documented	  (Razack,	  2004;	  Abu-­‐Lughod,	  2002;	  Shepherd,	  2006)	  and	  it	  functions	  to	  set	  up	  as	  the	  paragon	  of	  civilised	  behaviours	  the	  gendered	  relations	  of	  the	  liberal	  democracies.	  However,	  as	  feminist	  scholars	  have	  suggested,	  we	  need	  to	  ask	  what	  injustices	  are	  perpetuated	  and	  naturalised	  by	  the	  set	  of	  “women’s	  rights”	  that	  are	  enshrined	  by	  liberal	  democracy.	  The	  Sun	  newspaper	  helpfully	  makes	  this	  completely	  visible.	  Turning	  the	  page	  from	  its	  outraged	  headline	  about	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury,	  one	  is	  confronted	  –	  as	  every	  day	  –	  with	  a	  photograph	  of	  a	  half-­‐naked	  young	  woman,	  paraded	  there	  purely	  for	  men’s	  gratification.	  More	  on	  “page	  three”	  in	  Chapter	  6,	  but	  for	  now	  we	  simply	  need	  to	  note	  that	  the	  position	  of	  women	  in	  the	  Western	  liberal	  democracies	  is	  not	  likely	  to	  be	  universally	  hailed	  as	  perfect.	  Yet	  externalising	  threats	  to	  women’s	  rights	  and	  identifying	  them	  with	  foreign,	  uncivilised	  cultures,	  naturalises	  those	  hard-­‐won	  rights	  that	  we	  do	  have	  and	  asks	  us	  to	  consider	  ourselves	  lucky,	  eliding	  the	  possibility	  that	  other	  ways	  of	  living	  might	  be	  thinkable.	  	  However,	  the	  practices	  that	  constitute	  being	  a	  woman	  are	  not	  fixed	  and	  inevitable.	  As	  Judith	  Butler’s	  seminal	  work	  (2006)	  has	  made	  clear,	  just	  as	  the	  border	  between	  nations	  is	  created	  not	  through	  any	  natural	  or	  physical	  necessity,	  but	  rather	  through	  the	  constant	  practical	  assertion	  and	  reproduction	  of	  modes	  of	  belonging	  and	  exclusion,	  so	  the	  border	  between	  “male”	  and	  “female”	  is	  made	  up	  of	  innumerable,	  detailed	  performative	  practices.	  This	  is,	  of	  course,	  nowhere	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more	  evident	  than	  it	  is	  in	  the	  dress	  code.	  In	  Pakistan,	  as	  a	  woman,	  it	  was	  incumbent	  upon	  me,	  in	  all	  modesty,	  to	  wear	  trousers.	  In	  the	  UK,	  it	  was	  only	  in	  the	  last	  century	  that	  my	  grandmother’s	  generation	  broke	  with	  norms	  of	  modesty	  and	  won	  me	  the	  right	  to	  do	  so.	  Almost	  none	  (if	  any	  at	  all)	  of	  the	  practices	  that	  constitute	  being	  a	  woman	  –	  the	  deeds	  that	  constitute	  the	  doer,	  as	  Butler	  put	  it	  –	  are	  natural	  or	  inevitable.	  	  	  That	  being	  the	  case,	  it	  seems	  particularly	  curious	  that	  a	  given	  set	  of	  gendered	  relations	  –	  including	  implied	  practical	  restrictions	  on	  the	  dress	  code,	  especially	  the	  veil	  -­‐	  is	  widely	  represented	  as	  intrinsic	  to	  a	  democratic	  way	  of	  life,	  rather	  than	  a	  matter	  of	  democratic	  contestation.	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  is	  because	  of	  a	  second-­‐order	  binary	  opposition	  which	  recurs	  rather	  often	  within	  this	  thesis:	  the	  public	  and	  private	  sphere.	  	  The	  choice	  between	  public	  and	  private	  is	  not	  one	  of	  the	  terms	  in	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy.	  Rather,	  democracy	  promotion	  as	  it	  currently	  functions	  implies	  a	  particular	  resolution	  of	  the	  world	  into	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  characteristic	  of	  liberalism.	  This	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  world	  assumes	  that	  all	  people	  are	  autonomous,	  rational	  individuals	  who	  associate	  and	  cast	  their	  vote	  in	  the	  public	  sphere.	  Caring	  work,	  religion,	  emotion	  and	  the	  forms	  of	  socialisation	  that	  enable	  people	  to	  perform	  the	  culturally	  contingent	  roles	  of	  men	  and	  women	  are	  understood	  to	  take	  place	  in	  private	  and	  domestic	  spaces	  and	  are	  therefore	  not	  easily	  accommodated	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  of	  democratic	  engagement,	  as	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  found	  out.	  Thus	  women	  –	  their	  roles,	  practices	  and	  identities	  –	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  already	  constituted	  prior	  to	  democratic	  engagement,	  so	  that	  the	  main	  scope	  for	  gender	  in	  democratic	  debate	  is	  how	  the	  interests	  that	  emerge	  out	  of	  those	  practices	  can	  best	  be	  served	  and	  accommodated.	  For	  example,	  a	  debate	  about	  how	  childcare	  provision	  can	  be	  managed	  so	  that	  women	  can	  join	  the	  workforce	  is	  rather	  more	  common	  than	  a	  debate	  about	  why	  caring	  work	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  peculiarly	  feminine	  role.	  	  The	  division	  between	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private	  is	  both	  incredibly	  important	  and	  pervasive	  and	  also	  extremely	  porous	  and	  fragile.	  Its	  location	  has	  shifted	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considerably	  through	  history	  and	  continues	  to	  be	  a	  focus	  of	  intense	  struggle.	  Colin	  Gordon	  is	  therefore	  quite	  right	  to	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  helpful	  to	  think	  in	  terms	  of	  “a	  range	  of	  distinct	  modes	  of	  pluralisation	  of	  modern	  government	  which	  contribute	  towards	  the	  relativization	  of	  the	  notional	  boundary	  line	  between	  state	  and	  society”	  (Gordon,	  1991:	  36).	  This	  observation,	  however,	  does	  not	  make	  the	  existence	  of	  that	  notional	  line	  any	  less	  important	  because	  its	  discursive	  reproduction	  does	  not	  describe	  the	  world	  more	  or	  less	  accurately,	  but	  rather	  enacts	  a	  separation	  that	  has	  certain	  concrete	  effects.	  	  	  Such	  effects	  are	  apparent	  in	  the	  story	  about	  the	  Archbishop,	  for	  example.	  The	  latter	  rightly	  claims	  that	  it	  is	  an	  “unsatisfactory	  account	  of	  political	  reality	  in	  modern	  societies”	  to	  suggest	  that	  “[beyond	  the	  uniform	  rule	  of	  law]	  all	  other	  relations,	  commitments	  or	  protocols	  of	  behaviour	  belong	  exclusively	  to	  the	  realm	  of	  the	  private	  and	  of	  individual	  choice”	  (Williams,	  2008b).	  However,	  the	  accuracy	  or	  otherwise	  of	  thinking	  about	  a	  clear	  divide	  between	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private	  is	  less	  important	  than	  the	  way	  that	  this	  notional	  boundary	  can	  be	  
used	  to	  silence	  the	  Archbishop’s	  intervention.	  It	  is	  the	  notional	  boundary	  that	  enables	  Matthew	  Parris	  to	  argue	  in	  The	  Times,	  for	  instance,	  that	  “nowhere	  is	  our	  national	  discomfort	  with	  private	  laws	  more	  intense,	  or	  more	  justified,	  than	  when	  dealing	  with	  religious	  groupings”	  (Parris,	  2008).	  The	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  attempt	  to	  confine	  certain	  types	  of	  activity	  to	  the	  private	  sphere	  and	  deny	  their	  relevance	  for	  democratic	  contestation	  matter	  because	  of	  the	  way	  the	  line	  can	  be	  used	  to	  sideline	  and	  silence	  dissent.	  Thus	  matters	  of	  disagreement	  are	  relegated	  to	  a	  private	  sphere	  understood	  to	  be	  beyond	  the	  reach	  of	  government	  even	  as	  practices	  of	  governing	  are	  fully	  implicated	  in	  constructing	  and	  maintaining	  it.	  	  The	  challenge	  throughout	  this	  thesis,	  then,	  is	  to	  show	  how	  the	  borders	  between	  domestic	  and	  foreign,	  feminine	  and	  masculine,	  private	  and	  public	  intersect	  and	  interact,	  in	  order	  to	  account	  for	  the	  particular	  form	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  that	  animates	  and	  limits	  political	  life	  in	  the	  present.	  	  
Genealogy	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In	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  present,	  we	  need	  to	  situate	  it	  with	  reference	  to	  the	  past.	  As	  David	  Campbell	  puts	  it:	  “In	  considering	  the	  issue	  of	  where	  we	  go	  from	  here,	  there	  is	  a	  tendency	  to	  uncritically	  accept	  a	  particular	  story	  of	  how	  we	  got	  to	  here”	  (Campbell,	  1998:	  249):	  thus	  it	  is	  only	  by	  disrupting	  this	  story	  that	  we	  can	  begin	  to	  imagine	  new	  practical	  choices.	  It	  is	  the	  aim	  of	  my	  thesis	  to	  make	  visible	  and	  disrupt	  the	  story	  of	  how	  we	  got	  to	  here:	  that	  is,	  to	  a	  British	  democratic	  identity	  constituted	  by	  temporal	  forms	  of	  othering.	  	  In	  his	  attempts	  to	  disrupt	  and	  criticise	  sedimented	  patterns	  of	  thought,	  Foucault	  was	  engaged	  throughout	  his	  life	  in	  the	  writing	  of	  history.	  Through	  looking	  at	  history	  in	  detail,	  he	  suggests,	  we	  can	  see	  the	  “accidents,	  the	  minute	  deviations	  –	  or	  conversely,	  the	  complete	  reversals	  –	  the	  errors,	  the	  false	  appraisals,	  and	  the	  faulty	  calculations	  that	  gave	  birth	  to	  those	  things	  that	  continue	  to	  exist	  and	  have	  value	  for	  us”	  (Foucault,	  1991a:	  81),	  thus	  enabling	  us	  to	  see	  the	  contingency	  in	  what	  had	  seemed	  inevitable,	  the	  accidental	  in	  what	  had	  seemed	  natural,	  the	  mutability	  of	  what	  had	  seemed	  eternal	  –	  and,	  above	  all,	  the	  hidden	  power	  relations	  in	  what	  had	  seemed	  neutral.	  I	  shall	  say	  more	  about	  Foucault’s	  history	  in	  Chapter	  3,	  but	  for	  now	  it	  is	  worth	  briefly	  discussing	  the	  specific	  form	  of	  genealogy	  that	  I	  employ	  in	  this	  thesis.	  	  Foucault’s	  methods,	  particularly	  genealogy,	  have	  been	  enormously	  useful	  and	  influential	  in	  the	  field	  of	  International	  Relations	  in	  recent	  years	  in	  enabling	  us	  to	  think	  differently	  about	  any	  number	  of	  institutions	  and	  modes	  of	  thinking.	  Thus,	  we	  have	  seen	  genealogies	  of	  practices	  and	  institutions	  as	  diverse	  as	  diplomacy	  (Der	  Derian,	  1991),	  sovereignty	  (Bartelson,	  1995),	  the	  constitution	  of	  American	  identity	  (Campbell,	  1998),	  the	  Marshall	  Plan	  (Jackson,	  2006),	  Western	  debates	  on	  the	  Balkans	  (Hansen,	  2006),	  the	  practices	  of	  financial	  markets	  (de	  Goeke,	  2005)	  and	  many	  more	  (see	  Miliken,	  1999;	  Vucetic,	  2011).	  Although	  not	  uniform	  in	  their	  methods,	  these	  studies	  have	  all	  enabled	  us	  to	  understand	  institutions	  and	  practices	  we	  had	  taken	  for	  granted	  through	  their	  detailed	  historical	  explorations	  of	  the	  conditions	  that	  made	  them	  possible,	  frequently	  casting	  them	  in	  a	  radically	  new	  light.	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I	  began	  my	  project	  with	  the	  intention	  of	  writing	  a	  genealogy	  about	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  I	  was	  working	  on	  in	  Pakistan	  after	  the	  London	  bombings,	  hoping	  to	  show	  that	  there	  was	  nothing	  natural	  or	  inevitable	  about	  asking	  civil	  servants	  to	  promote	  liberal	  democracy	  there.	  As	  I	  delved	  into	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  literature,	  however,	  I	  soon	  became	  aware	  that	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  are	  always	  already	  animated	  by	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  logic	  and	  meaning	  of	  history.	  The	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  “official”	  history	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  a	  narrative	  (as	  I	  show	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  3)	  that	  assumes	  that	  Britain	  has	  been	  through	  an	  unbroken	  one	  thousand	  year	  evolution	  described	  above	  towards	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions	  that	  govern	  our	  lives	  today	  whilst	  also	  being	  complicit	  in	  halting	  that	  natural	  evolution	  in	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  like	  present-­‐day	  Pakistan.	  It	  was	  only	  –	  according	  to	  this	  version	  –	  in	  1945	  with	  the	  movements	  for	  national	  self-­‐determination	  that	  Pakistan	  had	  any	  opportunity	  to	  enter	  into	  the	  normal	  course	  of	  history	  and	  to	  begin	  to	  develop,	  normal	  evolution	  having	  been	  stymied	  by	  the	  iniquities	  of	  colonialism.	  Moreover,	  the	  Cold	  War	  is	  thought	  to	  have	  complicated	  Pakistan’s	  course	  through	  history	  by	  allowing	  short-­‐term	  support	  of	  dictatorial,	  but	  anti-­‐communist,	  regimes	  to	  crowd	  out	  a	  principled	  commitment	  to	  allowing	  history	  to	  take	  its	  course.	  The	  story	  runs	  that	  it	  was	  only	  by	  1989	  that	  it	  began	  to	  be	  widely	  understood	  that	  liberal	  democratic	  capitalism	  was	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  running	  human	  affairs	  everywhere,	  at	  which	  point	  the	  moral	  imperative	  of	  allowing	  and	  enabling	  Pakistan	  to	  become	  thoroughly	  democratic	  emerged.	  Thus	  the	  civilising,	  evolutionary,	  inevitable	  story	  of	  the	  coming	  of	  democracy	  has	  come	  late	  and	  been	  much	  hindered	  in	  Pakistan,	  whilst	  in	  Britain	  it	  has	  long	  been	  part	  of	  our	  national	  story.	  	  This	  story	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  offers	  an	  intriguing	  methodological	  opportunity.	  What	  if	  I	  were	  to	  tease	  out	  the	  details	  of	  the	  story	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  tells	  of	  itself	  and	  show	  that	  everything	  about	  it	  is	  wrong,	  or	  contestable,	  or	  could	  be	  cast	  into	  doubt?	  What	  would	  that	  mean	  for	  our	  practices	  of	  thought	  and	  where	  would	  we	  go	  from	  there?	  How	  would	  it	  change	  not	  only	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  but	  also	  the	  constitution	  of	  British	  democratic	  identity	  to	  take	  seriously	  a	  contestation	  of	  this	  commonplace	  narrative?	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  In	  Foucault’s	  1976	  lecture	  series	  at	  the	  Collège	  de	  France	  -­‐	  published	  in	  English	  as	  Society	  Must	  Be	  Defended	  (2005b)	  -­‐	  he	  shows	  in	  detail	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  narratives	  about	  history	  are	  themselves	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  provide	  guides	  to	  action.	  I	  discuss	  these	  lectures	  in	  much	  more	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  3,	  but	  for	  now	  it	  is	  simply	  important	  to	  note	  that	  they	  have	  provided	  the	  inspiration	  for	  the	  particular	  kind	  of	  genealogy	  I	  attempt	  in	  this	  thesis.	  I	  provide	  a	  genealogy	  of	  a	  
history,	  showing	  how	  the	  stories	  that	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  are	  practices	  of	  thought	  deeply	  bound	  up	  with	  historically	  constituted	  power	  relations	  and	  that	  have	  concrete	  power	  effects.	  This	  is	  decidedly	  a	  history	  of	  the	  present	  in	  that	  it	  demonstrates	  how	  teleologies	  inform	  our	  practical,	  present	  and	  future-­‐oriented	  choices	  and	  imaginations.	  	  However,	  it	  is	  not	  a	  genealogy	  of	  a	  state	  of	  affairs	  in	  the	  present,	  but	  rather	  a	  genealogy	  of	  a	  discourse:	  a	  genealogy	  of	  a	  particular	  story	  about	  the	  history	  of	  Britain	  and	  its	  undemocratic	  others.	  	  A	  genealogy	  of	  an	  institution,	  a	  technology	  or	  a	  state	  of	  affairs	  –	  a	  genealogy	  of	  the	  prison,	  say,	  or	  of	  the	  practices	  involved	  in	  contemporary	  financial	  markets	  –	  would	  need	  to	  select	  moments	  to	  study	  according	  to	  their	  importance	  in	  accounting	  for	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  institution	  or	  practices	  in	  question.	  For	  example,	  moments	  of	  heightened	  debate	  about	  practices	  of	  punishment	  or	  financial	  speculation	  would	  be	  sought	  in	  order	  to	  show	  how	  certain	  alternatives	  came	  to	  be	  favoured	  over	  others.	  What	  is	  intriguing	  about	  a	  genealogy	  of	  a	  history,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  is	  that	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  already	  bear	  within	  them	  particular	  moments	  that	  are	  privileged	  and	  thought	  of	  as	  constitutive	  of	  who	  we	  are	  today.	  The	  habitual	  story	  about	  contemporary	  Britain	  as	  the	  endpoint	  of	  a	  struggle	  for	  democracy	  (along	  with	  the	  story	  of	  its	  struggling	  and	  backward	  other,	  Pakistan)	  contains	  various	  such	  privileged	  moments	  as	  I	  shall	  discuss	  in	  much	  greater	  detail	  below	  and	  in	  Chapter	  3.	  These	  include	  the	  age	  of	  Reform	  in	  the	  1830s	  that	  seemed	  to	  inaugurate	  the	  importance	  and	  spread	  of	  electoral	  politics;	  the	  beginning	  of	  the	  age	  of	  “development”	  and	  decolonisation	  after	  the	  Second	  World	  War;	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  with	  its	  narrative	  of	  a	  victory	  for	  “democracy”	  and	  the	  so-­‐called	  war	  on	  terror	  where	  democracy	  remains	  the	  value	  to	  be	  defended	  against	  an	  enemy	  who	  appears	  to	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represent	  the	  barbarous,	  primitive	  or	  medieval	  past.	  	  These	  are	  the	  moments	  on	  which	  I	  have	  focused,	  as	  these	  were	  the	  moments	  signalled	  by	  the	  discourse	  itself	  to	  constitute	  its	  own	  ancestry.	  By	  selecting	  these	  moments	  as	  the	  focus	  of	  my	  study,	  however,	  I	  have	  been	  able	  to	  show	  that	  they	  already	  contain	  within	  them	  ways	  of	  telling	  the	  story	  differently	  and	  disrupting	  the	  teleological	  narrative	  of	  history	  we	  take	  for	  granted.	  	  Teleological	  narratives	  have	  –	  as	  it	  turns	  out	  –	  for	  a	  long	  time	  been	  modes	  of	  making	  sense	  of	  and	  managing	  an	  uncertain	  world	  and	  providing	  a	  particular,	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  set	  of	  responses.	  My	  thesis	  shows	  how	  ideas	  about	  progress	  and	  civilisation	  first	  enabled	  British	  civil	  servants	  in	  India	  in	  the	  times	  of	  Lord	  Macaulay	  to	  make	  sense	  of	  an	  uncertain	  present	  and	  decide	  how	  to	  respond	  by	  means	  of	  setting	  up	  representative	  institutions.	  Teleological	  narratives	  continued	  to	  provide	  a	  frame	  of	  reference	  for	  understanding	  a	  seemingly	  complex	  and	  relativistic	  world	  in	  1989,	  in	  which	  history	  seemed	  far	  from	  having	  ended,	  offering	  democracy	  promotion	  as	  a	  solution	  to	  the	  difficult	  problem	  of	  how	  to	  contain	  new	  enemies	  as	  old	  ones	  disappeared.	  	  	  These	  narratives	  may	  seem	  to	  provide	  useful	  guides	  for	  future	  action	  in	  the	  face	  of	  present	  uncertainty,	  but	  they	  are	  not	  so	  helpful	  as	  a	  guide	  to	  what	  happened	  in	  the	  past.	  The	  “evolution”	  of	  British	  history	  is,	  as	  I	  shall	  show,	  easy	  to	  contest.	  The	  lack	  of	  inevitability	  or	  teleology	  in	  the	  detail	  of	  history	  is	  precisely	  the	  point,	  however.	  Historical	  research	  is	  a	  very	  useful	  mode	  of	  enquiry	  that	  shows	  us,	  as	  we	  will	  see,	  not	  only	  why	  we	  think	  in	  teleologies,	  but	  also	  what	  the	  (violent,	  blackmailing)	  consequences	  of	  teleologies	  are	  and	  how	  we	  might	  think	  differently.	  	  
Empirical	  Research	  
	  As	  Foucault	  once	  said	  of	  himself,	  “I	  am	  not	  a	  professional	  historian;	  nobody	  is	  perfect”	  (quoted	  in	  Gutting,	  2003:	  49).	  Neither	  am	  I,	  but	  nevertheless,	  the	  research	  for	  this	  thesis	  has	  been	  historical	  and	  empirical.	  In	  order	  to	  discern	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  informing	  teleologies	  about	  democracy,	  I	  relied	  not	  only	  on	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secondary	  historical	  sources	  (although	  these	  have	  been	  enormously	  useful),	  but	  also	  on	  my	  own	  primary	  research	  in	  various	  archives.	  	  	  As	  my	  aim	  was	  to	  make	  practices	  of	  thought	  about	  history	  and	  democracy	  decipherable,	  I	  used	  a	  diverse	  range	  of	  sources	  that	  would	  show	  the	  range	  of	  thought	  available	  in	  British	  society	  at	  particular	  moments.	  I	  will	  explain	  which	  moments	  below,	  but	  first	  let	  me	  describe	  the	  data	  I	  amassed	  and	  analysed.	  This	  included	  the	  standard	  resources	  of	  political	  history:	  government	  and	  parliamentary	  records,	  political	  speeches	  and	  books	  written	  about	  political	  issues.	  These	  texts	  are	  included	  not	  because	  they	  describe	  government	  policy	  or	  political	  practices	  of	  thought,	  but	  because	  they	  are	  involved	  in	  producing	  and	  reproducing	  them,	  creating	  the	  options	  that	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  available.	  They	  also	  bear	  with	  them	  sets	  of	  historically	  constituted	  assumptions	  and	  beliefs	  that	  can	  be	  analysed;	  therefore	  broader	  practices	  of	  thought	  can	  be	  ascertained	  from	  them.	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  the	  concrete	  practices,	  technologies	  and	  techniques	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  can	  be	  read	  off	  from	  them	  in	  an	  uncomplicated	  way:	  rather,	  they	  are	  crucial	  and	  privileged	  sites	  within	  an	  ongoing	  process	  of	  struggle.	  	  For	  example,	  the	  privileging	  of	  the	  election	  as	  a	  key	  technology	  for	  democracy	  in	  government	  policy	  documents	  does	  not	  tell	  us	  whether	  or	  not	  “free	  and	  fair”	  elections	  are	  taking	  place	  in	  targeted	  countries	  like	  Pakistan.	  It	  does,	  however,	  enable	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  particular	  rationality	  at	  work	  within	  democracy	  promotion	  policy,	  including	  what	  counts	  as	  democracy	  and	  what	  practices	  constitute	  “freeness”	  and	  “fairness”.	  This	  will	  have	  certain	  concrete	  effects	  that	  can	  also	  be	  traced.	  They	  are,	  then,	  policy	  in	  action:	  they	  can	  be	  said	  both	  to	  constitute	  and	  to	  be	  constituted	  by	  the	  discourses	  and	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  and	  are	  therefore	  key	  pieces	  of	  evidence	  in	  an	  empirical	  study	  of	  such	  discourses	  and	  practices.	  	  However,	  taking	  seriously	  the	  non-­‐state	  based	  nature	  of	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  constitute	  identity,	  I	  have	  also	  worked	  with	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  sources	  from	  what	  might	  be	  called	  popular	  culture.	  Important	  amongst	  these	  were	  the	  newspapers	  that	  are	  understood	  by	  democracy	  promoters	  to	  play	  such	  an	  important	  role	  in	  the	  list	  of	  institutions	  (a	  free	  press)	  that	  must	  be	  present	  for	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democracy	  to	  be	  meaningful.	  However,	  I	  also	  examined	  plays,	  cartoons,	  novels,	  television	  programming,	  films	  and	  photographs,	  discussing	  in	  the	  pages	  below	  those	  that	  appeared	  to	  me	  to	  be	  most	  important	  and	  exemplary	  of	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  I	  have	  unearthed	  in	  my	  research.	  	  	  These	  sorts	  of	  aesthetic	  representations	  are	  important	  for	  identity	  constitution	  because	  they	  not	  only	  exemplify,	  but	  also	  make	  available	  to	  a	  wide	  audience,	  prevalent	  practices	  of	  thought	  in	  concrete	  ways.	  They	  make	  visible	  and	  reproduce	  –	  but	  are	  also	  fully	  implicated	  in	  producing	  -­‐	  the	  sets	  of	  choices	  and	  the	  possible	  forms	  of	  being	  and	  behaving	  that	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  available	  in	  contemporary	  life	  (Bleiker,	  2001).	  Thus,	  I	  suggest,	  by	  reading	  a	  newspaper	  or	  watching	  a	  film,	  a	  subject	  (an	  ordinary	  citizen,	  for	  instance)	  does	  not	  so	  much	  see	  a	  picture	  of	  how	  others	  think	  and	  behave	  as	  understand	  what	  possible	  modes	  of	  thinking	  and	  behaviour	  are	  available	  to	  be	  freely	  chosen	  in	  their	  ongoing	  work	  on	  the	  self	  (what	  practices	  of	  citizenship,	  how	  she	  might	  reflect	  on	  her	  vote	  and	  so	  forth).	  Again,	  then,	  these	  are	  pieces	  of	  important	  empirical	  evidence	  that	  provide	  ways	  of	  deciphering	  the	  concrete	  practices	  of	  everyday	  life	  in	  non-­‐state	  based	  locations.	  	  As	  described	  above,	  the	  discourse	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  itself	  signalled	  the	  periods	  that	  were	  to	  be	  researched,	  because	  it	  provided	  a	  version	  of	  its	  own	  ancestry.	  Thus,	  the	  ordinary	  story	  about	  democracy	  promotion	  assumes	  that	  whilst	  British	  history	  has	  taken	  an	  unbroken	  evolutionary	  course	  towards	  democracy	  in	  which	  the	  Great	  Reform	  Act	  of	  1832	  was	  one	  key	  step,	  in	  Pakistan,	  democracy	  promotion	  really	  began	  only	  in	  1945	  with	  the	  beginning	  of	  national	  self-­‐determination.	  I	  therefore	  conducted	  historical	  research	  in	  the	  colonial	  period	  to	  show	  that	  both	  these	  assumptions	  can	  be	  contested.	  I	  concentrated	  my	  research	  around	  the	  1830s.	  This	  was	  the	  “Age	  of	  Reform”,	  the	  period	  when	  the	  word	  “civilisation”	  became	  widespread	  in	  English	  and	  the	  era	  of	  Lord	  Macaulay	  who	  first	  narrated	  the	  “Whig	  version	  of	  history”.	  It	  was	  the	  time	  of	  the	  Great	  Reform	  Act.	  And	  1833	  also	  saw	  the	  passing	  of	  a	  new	  Charter	  for	  the	  governance	  of	  India.	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The	  important	  changes	  that	  took	  place	  in	  the	  way	  both	  Britain	  and	  India	  were	  governed	  in	  the	  early	  1830s	  therefore	  offered	  me	  the	  opportunity	  to	  show	  not	  only	  that	  the	  British	  have	  been	  promoting	  democracy	  in	  what	  we	  now	  call	  Pakistan	  for	  much	  longer	  than	  is	  normally	  assumed,	  but	  also	  that	  the	  teleological	  narratives	  and	  democratic	  institutions	  that	  we	  now	  take	  for	  granted	  are	  the	  consequence	  of	  colonial	  rule	  in	  India	  and	  not	  the	  result	  of	  a	  long	  evolutionary	  history	  within	  conventional	  borders.	  I	  conducted	  this	  research	  between	  June	  2010	  and	  May	  2011,	  chiefly	  in	  the	  archive	  of	  the	  India	  Office	  in	  the	  British	  Library	  as	  well	  as	  using	  online	  parliamentary	  records,	  The	  Times	  digital	  newspaper	  archive	  and	  books	  published	  at	  the	  time.	  	  	  The	  other	  pivotal	  moment	  in	  the	  official	  history	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  is	  1989,	  the	  year	  that	  history	  is	  thought,	  at	  least	  by	  Francis	  Fukuyama,	  finally	  to	  have	  ended,	  alighting	  on	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  managing	  human	  affairs.	  However,	  it	  was	  also	  the	  year	  when	  Muslims	  first	  seemed	  to	  emerge	  as	  a	  new	  potential	  enemy,	  as	  the	  “Salman	  Rushdie	  affair”	  shook	  the	  world.	  Researching	  this	  episode	  enabled	  me	  to	  show	  how	  teleological	  narratives	  were	  pressed	  into	  service	  to	  help	  know	  and	  manage	  an	  ungovernable	  other	  at	  a	  time	  when	  history-­‐	  far	  from	  having	  ended	  –	  seemed	  more	  chaotic	  and	  uncertain	  than	  ever.	  I	  undertook	  this	  research	  between	  July	  and	  December	  2011,	  using	  electronic	  parliamentary	  records,	  the	  House	  of	  Commons	  library,	  FCO	  policy	  documents	  obtained	  using	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Act,	  the	  British	  Library’s	  newspaper	  archive	  in	  Colindale,	  books	  published	  at	  the	  time,	  including	  novels,	  and	  a	  number	  of	  television	  clips	  that	  were	  helpfully	  rebroadcast	  on	  the	  BBC	  in	  a	  documentary	  in	  2009.	  	  	  These	  two	  periods	  of	  research	  are	  separated	  by	  more	  than	  one	  hundred	  and	  fifty	  years,	  so	  I	  have	  included	  a	  chapter	  (Chapter	  5)	  that	  makes	  the	  link	  between	  the	  past	  and	  the	  present.	  This	  chapter	  foregrounds	  the	  continuities	  in	  Indian/Pakistani	  history	  between	  1833	  and	  the	  present	  and	  shows	  that	  1945	  was	  not	  the	  ruptural	  moment	  it	  is	  unreflexively	  assumed	  to	  be.	  The	  chapter	  contains	  original	  empirical	  research	  from	  the	  1830s	  (as	  detailed	  above)	  and	  the	  present	  (described	  below).	  However,	  the	  section	  on	  1945	  is	  dependent	  on	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secondary	  sources,	  apart	  from	  a	  detailed	  analysis	  of	  speeches	  given	  by	  Mohammed	  Ali	  Jinnah	  at	  that	  time,	  which	  were	  sourced	  online.	  Although	  it	  would	  have	  been	  intriguing	  to	  conduct	  more	  empirical	  research	  on	  the	  Partition	  of	  India	  and	  Pakistan,	  particularly	  the	  election	  that	  preceded	  it,	  I	  argue	  that	  too	  much	  emphasis	  is	  placed	  on	  this	  moment	  of	  history	  in	  the	  ways	  we	  think	  about	  democracy	  promotion.	  I	  therefore	  devote	  a	  shorter	  section	  and	  less	  original	  research	  to	  it.	  	  Finally,	  it	  is	  worth	  stressing	  once	  again	  that	  this	  thesis	  is	  a	  history	  of	  the	  present.	  It	  seeks	  to	  understand	  the	  past	  not	  on	  its	  own	  terms	  but	  because	  of	  a	  passionate	  interest	  in	  a	  present	  that	  is	  constantly	  inflected	  by	  stories	  about	  the	  past.	  As	  such,	  I	  have	  conducted	  extensive	  research	  on	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  which	  provide	  a	  constant	  frame	  of	  reference	  throughout	  the	  thesis.	  For	  my	  purposes	  here,	  the	  “present”	  is	  the	  period	  from	  the	  London	  bombings	  in	  2005	  to	  2010,	  when	  a	  new	  Government	  was	  elected	  in	  Britain,	  which	  provided	  a	  convenient	  point	  to	  conclude	  my	  research.	  However,	  I	  include	  a	  brief	  coda	  in	  my	  conclusion	  explaining	  the	  relevance	  of	  this	  research	  to	  British	  life	  under	  the	  current	  (at	  the	  time	  of	  writing)	  Coalition	  Government.	  This	  research	  into	  the	  present	  has	  included	  analysis	  of	  policy	  and	  project	  documents	  from	  the	  FCO	  and	  DFID,	  sourced	  from	  official	  websites	  and	  obtained	  under	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Act,	  electronic	  parliamentary	  records,	  newspapers	  on	  the	  Nexis	  database	  and	  in	  the	  British	  Library	  newspaper	  archive,	  and	  plays,	  novels,	  cartoons,	  films	  and	  an	  exhibition	  of	  photography,	  all	  available	  in	  published	  formats.	  This	  research	  primarily	  took	  place	  between	  January	  2009	  and	  May	  2010.	  However,	  because	  of	  the	  time	  it	  takes	  to	  obtain	  documents	  under	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Act	  as	  well	  as	  the	  inevitable	  appearance	  of	  new	  possible	  sources	  as	  time	  went	  by,	  this	  part	  of	  the	  research	  has	  remained	  a	  constant	  preoccupation	  throughout	  my	  work	  on	  my	  thesis.	  	  
Structure	  of	  this	  thesis	  
	  This	  thesis	  is	  structured	  in	  three	  main	  sections.	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The	  first	  section	  concerns	  the	  present	  and	  shows	  why	  it	  is	  important	  to	  do	  genealogical	  research	  on	  democracy	  promotion.	  It	  comprises	  three	  chapters,	  all	  of	  which	  contain	  a	  combination	  of	  empirical	  research	  as	  described	  above	  and	  a	  review	  of	  the	  political	  science	  literature	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  These	  two	  strands	  are	  not,	  as	  I	  argue	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  in	  principle	  separable.	  Alongside	  this,	  a	  more	  theoretical	  literature	  –	  particularly	  the	  work	  of	  Michel	  Foucault	  –	  is	  pressed	  into	  service	  to	  provide	  critical	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  literature	  and	  my	  research	  on	  democracy	  promotion.	  	  Given	  that	  the	  starting	  point	  for	  this	  genealogy	  was	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  Pakistan,	  Chapter	  1	  begins	  by	  asking	  what	  it	  is	  that	  the	  UK	  does	  when	  it	  attempts	  to	  promote	  democracy	  overseas	  and	  how	  it	  matters	  for	  British	  identities.	  Starting	  from	  a	  description	  of	  the	  specific	  practices	  in	  which	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  engaged,	  I	  go	  on	  to	  discuss	  some	  critiques	  of	  these	  practices,	  which	  helpfully	  show	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  –	  despite	  the	  best	  intentions	  of	  its	  practitioners	  –	  entirely	  engaged	  in	  promoting	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  However,	  given	  that	  democracy	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  contested	  concepts	  in	  the	  history	  of	  ideas,	  I	  also	  show	  how	  much	  is	  left	  out	  by	  this	  conceptualisation	  of	  democracy.	  The	  really	  important	  question	  raised	  here,	  though,	  is	  why	  Democracy	  Promotion’s	  practitioners	  are	  unable	  to	  think	  differently,	  or	  more	  broadly,	  about	  democracy.	  I	  show	  that	  this	  is	  because	  commitments	  to	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  are	  intrinsic	  to	  the	  distinctions	  between	  domestic	  and	  foreign	  identities.	  Thus,	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  are	  extremely	  difficult	  to	  disrupt	  because	  it	  would	  entail	  changing	  domestic	  practices,	  identities	  and	  accounts	  of	  history.	  This	  problem	  is	  exacerbated	  because	  even	  critical	  accounts	  have	  thus	  far	  failed	  to	  examine	  the	  broader	  forms	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  in	  which	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  embedded.	  	  Chapter	  2	  takes	  up	  the	  problem	  of	  why	  democracy	  promotion	  is	  such	  an	  intrinsic	  element	  of	  contemporary	  bordering	  practices.	  I	  argue	  that	  the	  exigencies	  of	  governing	  an	  uncertain	  world	  imply	  the	  need	  for	  knowledge	  in	  order	  to	  manage	  the	  contingencies	  and	  threats	  of	  the	  present.	  This	  leads	  to	  two	  deeply	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intertwined	  epistemological	  questions:	  How	  do	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is?	  And	  how	  can	  we	  use	  democracy	  to	  know?	  In	  answering	  these	  questions,	  I	  discuss	  the	  role	  of	  the	  familiar	  representative	  and	  deliberative	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  to	  show	  that	  they	  are	  profoundly	  useful	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  governing.	  This	  is	  important	  on	  two	  levels.	  First,	  it	  will	  provide	  us	  with	  some	  epistemological	  tools	  for	  thinking	  about	  contemporary	  governmentality	  and	  discourse,	  which	  are	  necessary	  in	  order	  to	  make	  the	  remainder	  of	  the	  thesis	  intelligible.	  Second,	  it	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves,	  in	  which	  an	  allegiance	  to	  democracy	  is	  a	  crucial	  element	  of	  our	  identities,	  are	  by	  no	  means	  innocent	  of	  inegalitarian	  power	  relations,	  nor	  the	  remedy	  for	  them,	  but	  rather	  are	  fully	  implicated	  in	  their	  functioning.	  	  Chapter	  3	  returns	  to	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  and	  shows	  what	  they	  are,	  how	  they	  work,	  why	  they	  matter	  and	  what	  can	  be	  done	  in	  response.	  Beginning	  from	  the	  narrative	  about	  an	  unbroken	  British	  history	  of	  progress	  towards	  democracy	  and	  its	  corollary,	  the	  story	  of	  an	  interrupted	  and	  broken	  path	  of	  history	  in	  Pakistan,	  I	  show	  precisely	  what	  the	  stories	  are	  that	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves:	  stories	  about	  civilisation,	  development,	  modernisation	  and	  the	  benevolent	  spread	  of	  democracy.	  I	  examine	  in	  particular	  detail	  the	  “official”	  history	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  that	  I	  take	  from	  government	  and	  policy	  sources	  and	  show	  how	  it	  intersects	  with	  other	  teleological	  narratives.	  This	  enables	  me	  to	  show	  precisely	  how	  it	  is	  that	  they	  make	  possible	  and	  legitimise	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  practices	  described	  in	  Chapters	  1	  and	  2,	  by	  positing	  a	  “savage”	  other	  who	  must	  be	  brought	  up-­‐to-­‐date,	  developed	  or	  modernised.	  The	  final	  and	  crucial	  move	  in	  this	  chapter	  is	  to	  discuss	  Foucault’s	  Society	  Must	  Be	  Defended	  (Foucault,	  2005b)	  and	  show	  how	  these	  lectures	  make	  my	  particular	  approach	  to	  genealogy	  possible	  because	  of	  their	  emphasis	  on	  discerning	  and	  disrupting	  the	  historical	  narratives	  that	  provide	  guides	  to	  present	  action.	  	  The	  second	  two	  sections	  of	  the	  thesis	  are	  principally	  concerned	  with	  presenting	  my	  empirical	  and	  historical	  research.	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Section	  2,	  comprising	  Chapters	  4	  and	  5,	  is	  concerned	  primarily	  with	  democracy	  promotion	  in	  the	  subcontinent,	  whilst	  maintaining	  a	  careful	  eye	  on	  the	  boomerang	  effect	  that	  impacted	  on	  British	  practices	  of	  democracy.	  	  	  Chapter	  4	  focuses	  on	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  early	  colonial	  period	  for	  the	  emergence	  of	  teleological	  narratives	  and	  their	  relation	  to	  democracy	  promotion	  and	  identity	  constitution.	  It	  suggests	  that	  it	  was	  the	  encounter	  with	  India	  that	  profoundly	  changed,	  at	  a	  multiplicity	  of	  levels,	  modes	  of	  thinking	  about	  time	  and	  the	  forms	  of	  governing	  that	  were	  implied	  by	  them.	  Modes	  of	  governing	  in	  the	  eighteenth	  century	  had	  stressed	  the	  organic	  and	  accretive	  nature	  of	  time,	  in	  which	  wisdom	  was	  accumulated	  over	  the	  course	  of	  many	  decades	  and	  the	  main	  challenge	  was	  to	  preserve	  it.	  However,	  the	  uncertainty	  and	  epistemological	  confusion	  of	  governing	  in	  India	  made	  this	  mode	  of	  governing	  impractical.	  In	  response,	  James	  Mill	  in	  the	  early	  nineteenth	  century	  proposed	  a	  radical	  break	  with	  a	  past	  in	  India	  that	  he	  saw	  as	  barbarous.	  Macaulay	  and	  his	  contemporaries	  in	  India	  operated	  with	  a	  strange	  hybrid	  of	  these	  two	  ways	  of	  thinking,	  reversing	  the	  historical	  narrative	  of	  accumulated	  British	  wisdom	  in	  order	  to	  project	  a	  future	  for	  India	  that	  would	  resemble	  the	  British	  past	  written	  forwards.	  This	  represented	  the	  beginning	  of	  ideas	  about	  “progress”	  and	  it	  changed	  forever	  not	  only	  modes	  of	  governing	  in	  India	  but	  also	  rebounded	  on	  democratic	  practices	  at	  home.	  This	  change	  in	  modes	  of	  governing	  first	  inaugurated	  the	  blackmail	  that	  demands	  a	  choice	  between	  an	  undemocratic	  past	  or	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  future.	  	  Chapter	  5	  shifts	  the	  focus	  away	  from	  practices	  at	  home	  (conventionally	  understood)	  and	  provides	  a	  link	  between	  1833	  and	  the	  present	  in	  what	  is	  now	  Pakistan.	  I	  show	  that	  the	  notional	  division	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  that	  first	  emerged	  as	  part	  of	  the	  teleological	  rationality	  of	  governing	  in	  the	  early	  colonial	  era	  remains	  important	  to	  this	  day	  in	  the	  creation	  and	  management	  of	  religious	  and	  gendered	  identities.	  As	  discussed	  above,	  this	  chapter	  also	  shows	  that	  the	  pivotal	  moment	  in	  the	  story	  we	  tell	  ourselves	  about	  1945	  can	  be	  narrated	  quite	  differently	  –	  as	  a	  story	  about	  continuity,	  rather	  than	  one	  of	  ruptural	  violence,	  in	  which	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  are	  fully	  implicated	  in	  constituting	  the	  particular	  form	  of	  national	  identity.	  I	  thus	  show	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that	  although	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  commonly	  thought	  of	  as	  a	  remedy	  for	  violence	  and	  unequal	  power	  relations,	  it	  is	  never	  innocent	  of	  them	  because	  of	  its	  historically	  constituted	  involvement	  in	  knowing	  and	  managing	  the	  world	  according	  to	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  at	  home.	  This	  is	  disruptive	  of	  the	  blackmail	  that	  assumes	  that	  violence	  is	  the	  result	  of	  choosing	  against	  democracy,	  rather	  than	  inherent	  in	  its	  very	  practice.	  	  The	  third	  and	  final	  section	  shifts	  back	  to	  ways	  in	  which	  democracy	  promotion	  and	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  it	  constitute	  British	  identities	  and	  constrain	  the	  choices	  that	  British	  Pakistani	  citizens	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  able	  legitimately	  to	  make.	  	  Chapter	  6	  takes	  up	  the	  story	  of	  1989,	  but	  from	  an	  unfamiliar	  angle	  that	  disputes	  the	  story	  of	  the	  end	  of	  history:	  the	  publication	  by	  British	  writer,	  Salman	  Rushdie,	  of	  an	  allegedly	  blasphemous	  book,	  The	  Satanic	  Verses,	  that	  led	  to	  widespread	  protests	  by	  Muslims	  around	  the	  world,	  including	  in	  Britain.	  This	  was	  a	  time	  of	  confusion	  and	  uncertainty	  in	  which	  Muslims	  seemed	  to	  emerge	  for	  the	  first	  time	  as	  an	  enemy,	  just	  as	  the	  threat	  of	  Communism	  seemed	  to	  be	  receding.	  In	  the	  face	  of	  profound	  doubt	  about	  the	  future	  in	  a	  time	  of	  new	  and	  bewildering	  threats,	  a	  teleological	  narrative	  about	  the	  end	  of	  history	  emerged	  as	  a	  useful	  way	  of	  making	  sense	  of	  the	  contemporary	  world.	  Thus,	  stories	  about	  the	  end	  of	  history	  were	  less	  a	  description	  of	  the	  world	  in	  1989,	  than	  they	  were	  a	  continued	  means	  of	  managing	  the	  present	  and	  guiding	  future	  action.	  As	  a	  consequence,	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  can	  be	  shown	  to	  sit	  on	  very	  shaky	  foundations	  in	  which	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  involved	  in	  creating	  the	  temporal	  othering	  of	  despotic	  past	  and	  democratic	  future	  are	  again	  shown	  to	  be	  fully	  complicit	  in	  violence.	  	  The	  preceding	  three	  chapters	  throw	  everything	  about	  the	  official	  history	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  into	  doubt.	  Chapter	  7	  brings	  the	  argument	  fully	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  by	  showing	  how	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  as	  it	  emerged	  in	  1989	  continues	  to	  function	  in	  contemporary	  democracy	  promotion	  practices	  both	  in	  Britain	  and	  in	  conventionally	  understood	  British	  Foreign	  Policy.	  I	  begin	  with	  the	  crude	  forms	  of	  temporal	  othering	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  tabloid	  press	  at	  the	  time	  of	  London	  bombing	  and	  show	  how	  the	  FCO	  attempted	  to	  disrupt	  them	  with	  a	  photographic	  exhibition,	  The	  Art	  of	  Integration,	  that	  narrated	  an	  alternative	  British	  history	  and	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a	  set	  of	  constitutive	  British	  practices	  in	  which	  Muslims	  have	  long	  been	  fully	  and	  democratically	  involved.	  However,	  a	  critical	  close	  analysis	  of	  these	  photographs	  demonstrates	  that	  they	  are	  profoundly	  complicit	  in	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  attempt	  to	  exhort	  a	  commitment	  specifically	  to	  liberal	  democracy.	  This	  discussion	  matters	  because	  it	  shows	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  even	  attempts	  to	  disrupt	  conventional	  forms	  of	  temporal	  othering	  have	  been	  co-­‐opted	  by	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy.	  In	  the	  last	  section	  of	  this	  final	  chapter,	  I	  offer	  an	  alternative	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  how	  the	  contemporary	  narrative	  of	  democracy	  can	  be	  disrupted.	  I	  provide	  a	  close	  reading	  of	  Chris	  Morris’s	  2010	  film,	  Four	  Lions,	  which	  I	  argue	  provides	  a	  more	  useful	  way	  into	  thinking	  about	  how	  we	  might	  live	  differently	  in	  our	  concrete	  ethical	  practices	  of	  thinking	  and	  doing.	  
	  I	  conclude	  my	  thesis	  by	  signposting	  some	  of	  the	  ethical	  implications	  of	  this	  genealogy.	  If	  we	  can	  no	  longer	  rely	  on	  the	  unspoken,	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  history	  of	  democracy	  that	  constitutes	  our	  national	  identity,	  that	  provides	  a	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  our	  enemies	  and	  that	  offers	  a	  programme	  for	  the	  development	  of	  those	  benign	  others	  thought	  to	  have	  been	  trapped	  in	  the	  past,	  we	  may	  feel	  that	  we	  are	  at	  a	  loss	  for	  something	  to	  do.	  Should	  we	  still	  promote	  democracy,	  if	  democracy	  promotion	  is	  a	  practice	  of	  inegalitarian	  power	  and,	  frequently,	  violence?	  I	  suggest	  that	  the	  necessity	  in	  our	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought	  for	  free	  choice	  and	  reflection	  pries	  open	  a	  space	  in	  which	  alternative	  ethical	  practices	  might	  be	  cultivated	  as	  part	  of	  an	  ongoing	  work	  on	  the	  self.	  It	  is	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  empirical	  piece	  of	  work	  to	  do	  more	  than	  show	  where	  these	  spaces	  might	  be	  found	  in	  the	  multiple,	  radically	  ordinary,	  counter-­‐narratives	  about	  history	  and	  identity	  that	  we	  shall	  encounter	  in	  this	  thesis.	  However,	  I	  propose	  that	  genealogy	  itself,	  with	  its	  patient	  unearthing	  of	  counter-­‐narratives,	  is	  a	  crucial	  tool	  for	  thinking	  about	  democracy	  differently	  and	  finding	  new	  democratic	  ways	  to	  live.	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Chapter	  1:	  What	  is	  Democracy	  Promotion?	  	  
	  
	  
-­We	  must	  all	  be	  transparent.	  That	  is	  what	  we	  are.	  We	  are	  impartial,	  
transparent,	  bores.	  
	  
-­I	  can’t	  stop	  thinking	  about	  …	  voter	  registration.	  
	  -­Oh	  my	  God,	  that	  is	  the	  saddest	  thing	  I’ve	  ever	  heard!	  
	  
-­And	  when	  we	  get	  bored	  of	  being	  able	  to	  vote,	  bored	  like	  Leeds,	  then	  we	  know	  
we	  are	  truly	  democratic?	  
	  In	  the	  introduction,	  above,	  I	  discussed	  the	  surprising	  fact	  that	  civil	  servants	  in	  Pakistan,	  like	  me,	  were	  asked	  to	  step	  up	  their	  work	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  response	  to	  bombings	  by	  British	  citizens	  on	  British	  soil.	  This	  chapter	  shows	  exactly	  what	  that	  work	  might	  entail,	  in	  some	  detail,	  which	  will	  enable	  me	  to	  explain	  why	  Democracy	  Promotion	  offered	  itself	  as	  the	  right	  solution	  to	  the	  problem	  of	  British	  terrorism,	  as	  well	  as	  showing	  in	  some	  detail	  how	  this	  policy	  response	  is	  involved	  with	  a	  worrying	  impoverishment	  of	  what	  we	  might	  mean	  by	  democracy	  not	  only	  overseas	  but	  also	  at	  home.	  I	  make	  three	  related	  points.	  First,	  I	  show	  through	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  practices	  of	  the	  huge	  industry	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  that	  the	  well-­‐intentioned	  assumption	  it	  brings	  with	  it	  is	  that	  it	  can	  facilitate	  the	  neutral	  redistribution	  of	  power	  more	  equitably.	  	  This	  will	  entail	  a	  fairly	  detailed	  survey	  of	  the	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  both	  in	  Pakistan	  itself	  and	  more	  broadly.	  	  Secondly,	  I	  show,	  in	  common	  with	  other	  critics	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  that	  these	  practices	  are	  not	  neutral,	  but	  rather	  deeply	  implicated	  in	  international	  flows	  of	  power,	  in	  particular	  by	  narrowing	  conceptions	  of	  democracy	  down	  to	  the	  liberal	  democracy	  familiar	  in	  the	  West.	  This	  situation	  is	  defended	  by	  some	  critics	  as	  inevitable,	  but	  Milja	  Kurki	  by	  contrast	  advocates	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  should	  encompass	  a	  wider	  range	  of	  democratic	  models.	  However,	  she	  stops	  there.	  	  In	  the	  last	  section,	  though,	  I	  show	  why	  this	  sort	  of	  prescription	  is	  unlikely	  to	  make	  a	  difference	  to	  the	  practice	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  This	  is	  because	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Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  only	  one	  external	  manifestation	  of	  the	  much	  more	  diffuse	  set	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  practices	  that	  constitute	  a	  British	  democratic	  identity.	  	  A	  failure	  to	  participate	  in	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  what	  constitutes	  others	  as	  by	  definition	  “foreign”.	  Therefore,	  these	  are	  not	  the	  sorts	  of	  practices	  that	  will	  be	  easy	  to	  disrupt	  with	  prescriptions	  for	  policy	  overseas.	  	   *	  	  The	  lines	  quoted	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  chapter	  are	  from	  The	  Observer,	  a	  recent	  play	  by	  Matt	  Charman,	  which	  was	  staged	  in	  2009	  at	  the	  National	  Theatre	  in	  London	  (2009:	  6,46).	  They	  humorously	  capture	  rather	  neatly	  one	  possible	  reaction	  to	  contemporary	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  Although	  fictionalised,	  this	  play	  accurately	  encapsulates	  many	  of	  the	  technologies	  and	  techniques	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  that	  are	  likewise	  described	  by	  Thomas	  Carothers	  (2004:	  83	  –	  89)	  in	  a	  more	  academic	  description	  of	  election	  observation.	  A	  far	  cry	  from	  the	  drama	  of	  “regime	  change”	  or	  military	  intervention,	  most	  of	  what	  we	  conventionally	  think	  about	  as	  Democracy	  Promotion	  takes	  place	  through	  the	  humdrum,	  boring	  and	  monotonous	  everyday	  practices	  and	  techniques	  of	  voter	  registration,	  election	  observation,	  polling,	  statistics	  and	  counting.	  	  This	  exists,	  of	  course,	  alongside	  a	  plethora	  of	  other	  technologies	  that	  enable	  and	  institutionalise	  particular	  forms	  of	  contestation,	  debate,	  participation	  and	  the	  exercise	  of	  various	  rights	  and	  freedoms.	  What	  they	  have	  in	  common	  is	  that	  they	  all	  function	  not	  at	  the	  idealised	  level	  of	  a	  noble	  struggle	  for	  democracy,	  but	  rather	  through	  the	  detailed	  work	  of,	  for	  example,	  interpreting	  statistics	  or	  getting	  to	  grips	  with	  the	  detail	  of	  a	  participatory	  budget.	  	  	  Democracy	  is	  nevertheless	  presented	  as	  a	  means	  for	  distributing	  power,	  for	  literally	  putting	  it	  into	  people’s	  hands	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  voting	  slip	  (Charman,	  2009:	  62).	  This	  is	  a	  parcelling	  out	  of	  power	  that	  international	  democracy	  promoters,	  such	  as	  the	  ubiquitous	  election	  observers,	  merely	  oversee	  and	  in	  which	  they	  do	  not	  personally	  participate,	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  importance	  of	  neutral	  and	  transparent	  procedures.	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However,	  this	  seemingly	  mundane	  and	  impartial	  business	  of	  election	  observation	  soon	  turns	  out	  to	  be	  rather	  less	  objective	  than	  first	  thought.	  Interventions	  to	  encourage	  the	  registration	  of	  voters	  in	  one	  area	  and	  not	  another,	  the	  drawing	  of	  boundaries,	  the	  positioning	  of	  polling	  stations,	  the	  hours	  during	  which	  voting	  is	  permitted	  and	  the	  declarations	  and	  (contested)	  opinions	  not	  only	  of	  the	  election	  observers,	  but	  also	  of	  international	  journalists,	  all	  seem	  to	  have	  the	  potential	  to	  render	  dramatic	  change	  possible.	  	  	  As	  such,	  the	  seemingly	  neutral	  sets	  of	  rules	  and	  procedures	  turn	  out	  to	  have	  been	  produced	  by	  a	  kind	  of	  power	  that	  exceeds	  that	  vested	  in	  the	  voting	  slip,	  and	  which	  reproduces	  it	  in	  turn.	  During	  the	  play’s	  violent	  denouement,	  the	  Western	  observation	  machine	  is	  shown	  to	  have	  been	  complicit	  in	  the	  unfolding	  of	  a	  particular	  result	  through	  the	  manipulation	  of	  rules	  that	  exist	  to	  offer	  neutrality	  and	  through	  the	  very	  maintenance	  of	  their	  impartial	  stance.	  Perhaps	  most	  tellingly,	  whereas	  immense	  change	  had	  seemed	  possible	  through	  the	  use	  of	  the	  election,	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  play	  the	  power	  relations	  between	  the	  West	  and	  the	  small	  developing	  country,	  between	  elites	  and	  the	  poor,	  between	  candidates	  and	  voters,	  seem	  to	  have	  been	  very	  little	  disrupted.	  	  This	  dramatisation	  of	  the	  techniques	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  interesting	  because	  of	  the	  way	  it	  stages	  and	  problematises	  four	  particular	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  democracy	  and	  democracy	  promotion	  which	  are	  currently	  rather	  prevalent.	  First,	  that	  democracy	  is	  an	  uncontroversially	  good	  thing.	  Second,	  that	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is	  and	  what	  institutional	  form	  it	  should	  take.	  Third,	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  needs	  to	  take	  place	  through	  the	  mobilisation	  of	  the	  aspirations	  and	  desires	  of	  freely-­‐choosing	  people	  in	  target	  countries.	  And	  fourth	  –	  most	  importantly	  of	  all	  -­‐	  that	  through	  the	  mobilisation	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  overseas,	  the	  mundane	  and	  detailed	  practices	  of	  democracy	  in	  the	  Western	  countries	  of	  the	  democracy	  promoters	  will	  likewise	  be	  re-­‐infused	  with	  aspiration	  and	  desire.	  	  	  	  In	  order	  to	  explore	  these	  assumptions	  further,	  in	  this	  chapter	  I	  am	  particularly	  interested	  to	  explore	  the	  growing	  and	  now	  extensive	  academic	  and	  policy	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literature	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion	  and	  show	  how	  this	  contributes	  towards	  an	  understanding	  of	  what	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is,	  the	  institutions	  that	  must	  necessarily	  accompany	  it	  and	  how	  it	  relates	  to	  the	  practices	  of	  promoting	  democratic	  identities	  in	  the	  West.	  I	  suggest	  that	  the	  never-­‐ending	  and	  always	  incomplete	  struggle	  to	  produce	  and	  police	  the	  border	  between	  what	  is	  domestic	  and	  what	  is	  foreign	  is	  deeply	  involved	  in	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  such	  that	  the	  enemies	  of	  democracy	  are	  identical	  to	  the	  enemies	  of	  the	  British	  nation.	  Therefore	  a	  commitment	  to	  (a	  particular	  form	  of)	  democracy	  is	  the	  quintessential	  practical	  mode	  of	  belonging	  and	  inclusion.	  	  As	  Milja	  Kurki	  has	  pointed	  out	  (2010),	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  in	  fact	  deeply	  concerned	  with	  promoting	  the	  particular	  practices	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  a	  preoccupation	  that	  strangely	  forgets	  the	  fact	  the	  democracy	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  debated	  ideas	  in	  intellectual	  history.	  This	  is	  an	  exceptionally	  useful	  insight,	  but	  the	  lesson	  that	  she	  draws	  from	  it	  –	  that	  democracy	  might	  be	  promoted	  as	  a	  contested	  concept	  instead	  -­‐	  neglects	  to	  ask	  important	  questions	  about	  why	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  so	  obsessed	  with	  the	  precise	  practices	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  I	  will	  address	  these	  questions	  by	  showing	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  deeply	  bound	  up	  in	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  uphold	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  status	  quo	  at	  home	  and	  abroad.	  It	  is	  not	  merely	  a	  question,	  then,	  of	  policy-­‐makers	  deciding	  to	  think	  more	  imaginatively	  about	  their	  methods	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion;	  rather,	  it	  will	  be	  necessary	  to	  interrogate	  the	  flows	  of	  power	  which	  constitute	  modes	  of	  thinking	  about	  democracy,	  and	  the	  forms	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  that	  they	  produce,	  and	  which	  will	  not	  be	  easy	  to	  disrupt.	  	  First	  of	  all,	  though,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  there	  is	  much	  at	  stake	  when	  thinking	  about	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  For	  nearly	  two	  decades,	  since	  the	  publication	  of	  the	  World	  Bank’s	  report	  on	  “Good	  Governance	  and	  Development”	  (1992),	  the	  view	  that	  good	  governance	  is	  an	  intrinsic	  element	  of	  the	  good	  and	  developed	  life	  has	  become	  increasingly	  widespread.	  Since	  that	  publication	  there	  has	  been	  increasing	  consensus	  that	  “good	  governance”	  includes,	  although	  it	  is	  not	  restricted	  to,	  “democracy”	  (UNDP,	  2002;	  DFID,	  2007b,	  2008b).	  Democracies,	  the	  contemporary	  accepted	  wisdom	  suggests,	  are	  not	  only	  highly	  legitimate,	  but	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also	  richer,	  more	  competent,	  stronger,	  less	  likely	  to	  fight	  one	  another	  and	  their	  populations	  are	  “better	  educated,	  more	  prosperous,	  healthier	  and	  happier”	  (Daalder	  and	  Lindsay,	  2007;	  see	  also	  Hobson,	  2008:	  85-­‐88).	  The	  exuberant	  contemporary	  optimism	  for	  democratic	  modes	  of	  organising	  government	  is	  perhaps	  best	  captured	  by	  McFaul	  who	  suggests	  that	  democracy	  is	  “an	  ideal	  system	  of	  government”	  (McFaul,	  2004:	  148).	  Democracy,	  we	  are	  compellingly	  told,	  is	  a	  “universal	  value”	  (Sen,	  1999).	  	  	  At	  the	  present	  time,	  democracy	  is	  being	  promoted	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  locations	  through	  donor	  conditionality,	  project	  support,	  diplomacy	  and,	  notoriously,	  although	  exceptionally,	  military	  force	  (McFaul,	  2004:	  156;	  UNDP,	  2002;	  DFID,	  2007)	  and	  a	  “right”	  to	  democratic	  governance	  is	  proposed	  in	  international	  law	  (Franck,	  1992;	  Sen,	  1999:	  5;	  Hobson,	  2008:	  85).	  In	  keeping	  with	  this	  tide	  of	  opinion,	  the	  United	  Nations’	  Human	  Development	  Report	  2002,	  “Deepening	  Democracy	  in	  a	  Fragmented	  World”,	  concerned	  itself	  solely	  with	  making	  the	  case	  for	  more	  democratic	  governance	  in	  the	  developing	  world	  (UNDP,	  2002)	  and	  suggesting	  the	  concrete	  and	  detailed	  mechanisms	  through	  which	  this	  might	  be	  done.	  	  	  Most	  important	  of	  all	  for	  the	  British	  context,	  this	  was	  followed	  by	  a	  DFID	  White	  Paper,	  or	  policy	  document,	  which	  entirely	  framed	  its	  plans	  for	  British	  development	  spending	  in	  terms	  of	  commitments	  to	  “better	  governance”	  and	  discussed	  in	  detail	  the	  various	  practices	  through	  which	  this	  might	  be	  achieved	  (DFID,	  2006e,	  2007b).	  This	  appeared	  alongside	  a	  White	  Paper	  from	  the	  FCO,	  which	  included	  “Sustainable	  development	  and	  poverty	  reduction	  underpinned	  by	  human	  rights,	  democracy	  and	  good	  governance”	  as	  one	  of	  nine	  “strategic	  priorities”	  for	  the	  UK	  (FCO,	  2006:	  Chapter	  3).	  	  	  In	  Pakistan,	  in	  the	  financial	  year	  2008-­‐9,	  DFID	  spent	  over	  £24	  million,	  or	  just	  over	  20%	  of	  their	  total	  programme,	  on	  “the	  governance	  sector”	  (DFID,	  2010).	  This	  included	  by	  their	  own	  account	  a	  £12	  million	  tranche	  of	  “poverty	  reduction	  budget	  support”,	  a	  direct	  payment	  into	  the	  Pakistani	  Government’s	  budget,	  which	  was	  part	  of	  a	  longer	  project	  worth	  up	  to	  £85	  million	  over	  three	  years	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(DFID,	  2006d).	  This	  was	  a	  very	  important	  investment	  for	  DFID	  in	  both	  political	  and	  financial	  terms,	  contributing	  significantly	  to	  the	  “doubling	  of	  aid”	  to	  Pakistan	  and	  signed	  off	  personally	  by	  the	  then	  Prime	  Minister,	  Tony	  Blair,	  in	  2006	  during	  a	  visit	  to	  Pakistan	  (BBC,	  2006c;	  DFID,	  2008a:	  8).	  The	  promotion	  of	  “good	  governance”,	  then,	  was	  crucial	  to	  the	  UK’s	  relationship	  with	  Pakistan.	  	  	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  this	  takes	  place	  in	  the	  politicised	  context	  of	  the	  “War	  on	  Terror”	  in	  which	  Pakistan	  is	  viewed	  as	  the	  dangerous	  place	  from	  which	  terrorists	  and	  their	  ideologies	  –	  the	  enemies	  of	  democracy	  -­‐	  are	  thought	  to	  originate.	  Thus,	  interventions	  such	  as	  these	  can	  –	  as	  we	  shall	  see	  in	  much	  more	  detail	  –	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  mode	  of	  domesticating	  Pakistan	  and	  making	  it	  a	  safer	  and	  more	  democratic	  place.	  	   *	  	  The	  cruel	  choice	  that	  inaugurates	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  is	  that,	  as	  Gayatri	  Spivak	  points	  out,	  democracy	  is	  one	  of	  those	  things	  that	  it	  is	  impossible	  not	  to	  want	  (Spivak,	  1995:	  158).	  Whilst	  it	  is	  therefore	  by	  no	  means	  unusual	  to	  oppose	  wars	  purportedly	  conducted	  to	  install	  more	  “democratic”	  regimes,	  it	  might	  appear	  to	  be	  in	  rather	  bad	  taste	  to	  question	  the	  efforts	  of	  those	  development	  agencies,	  Embassies	  and	  High	  Commissions,	  NGOs,	  local	  authorities	  and	  others	  who	  are	  working	  to	  strengthen	  electoral	  commissions,	  ensure	  that	  elections	  are	  conducted	  freely	  and	  fairly,	  combat	  corruption,	  support	  the	  protection	  of	  political	  and	  civil	  rights	  and	  enable	  the	  political	  participation	  of	  women	  and	  minority	  groups.	  However,	  I	  intend	  to	  argue	  that	  if	  we	  care	  about	  democracy	  and	  perhaps	  want	  more	  of	  it,	  these	  are	  precisely	  the	  kinds	  of	  practices	  that	  merit	  some	  more	  detailed	  attention.	  	  	  This	  attention	  is	  needed	  not	  least	  because	  of	  the	  way	  that	  power	  is	  mediated	  through	  these	  institutions:	  a	  power	  that	  is	  not	  only	  capable,	  as	  in	  The	  Observer,	  of	  manipulating	  results	  in	  a	  cynical	  (or	  idealistic)	  way,	  but	  also	  a	  power	  that	  determines	  what	  we	  believe	  democracy	  and	  freedom	  are,	  who	  has	  what	  rights,	  what	  forms	  and	  practices	  democracy	  shall	  take	  and	  what	  the	  consequences	  will	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be	  for	  the	  kind	  of	  society	  we	  live	  in.	  My	  use	  of	  the	  word	  “we”,	  here,	  is	  quite	  deliberate,	  as	  one	  of	  the	  important	  logics	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  that	  it	  upholds	  and	  promotes	  a	  vision	  of	  the	  good	  democratic	  life	  which	  must	  be	  taken	  at	  least	  as	  seriously	  within	  conventionally	  understood	  domestic	  borders	  as	  it	  is	  overseas,	  if	  the	  efforts	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  are	  to	  be	  credible.	  Indeed,	  I	  suggest	  -­‐	  following	  David	  Campbell’s	  distinction	  between	  Foreign	  Policy	  and	  foreign	  policy	  (1990	  and	  see	  above,	  pp.	  27-­‐8)	  -­‐	  that	  state-­‐based	  and	  externally-­‐focused	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  just	  one	  of	  the	  myriad	  ways	  in	  which	  democracy	  promotion	  occurs,	  not	  least	  by	  presenting	  democracy	  as	  the	  best	  and	  only	  legitimate	  mode	  of	  governing	  and	  by	  identifying	  potential	  threats	  to	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  inherently	  potentially	  dangerous	  or	  “other”.	  	  	  Throughout	  this	  thesis,	  I	  suggest	  that	  the	  same	  double	  move	  which	  legitimises	  intervention	  in	  Pakistan	  in	  response	  to	  an	  “ideology”	  which	  wasn’t	  “born	  here”,	  also	  constructs	  as	  enemy,	  barbarian,	  external	  and	  dangerous	  any	  threat	  to	  conventional	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  proposes	  the	  promotion	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  a	  form	  of	  domestication	  which	  can	  make	  the	  UK	  safer	  by	  promoting	  democracy	  both	  within	  and	  beyond	  its	  conventionally	  understood	  borders.	  	  
The	  power	  of	  the	  ballot	  paper	  	  In	  this	  section,	  I	  explore	  the	  precise	  conceptualisation	  of	  democracy	  that	  is	  mobilised	  and	  recommended	  by	  both	  the	  policy	  and	  academic	  literature	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  Included	  in	  “policy	  literature”	  here	  are	  chiefly	  British	  government	  documents	  (both	  those	  that	  concern	  general	  policy	  and	  those	  that	  concern	  Pakistan	  in	  particular),	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  focus	  of	  this	  thesis	  on	  Britain’s	  relationship	  with	  Pakistan.	  I	  also	  refer	  to	  the	  influential	  UNDP	  document,	  which	  guides	  the	  actions	  of	  all	  member	  states.	  (For	  an	  analysis	  of	  the	  equally	  influential	  World	  Bank’s	  agenda,	  see	  Abrahamsen,	  2000,	  particularly	  Chapter	  3).	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In	  looking	  at	  this	  work,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  bear	  in	  mind	  that	  there	  is	  no	  particularly	  clear	  dividing	  line	  between	  academics	  and	  practitioners.	  This	  is	  not	  only	  because	  both	  these	  groups	  are	  produced	  within,	  and	  themselves	  tend	  to	  produce	  and	  reproduce,	  the	  same	  overarching	  discourse;	  they	  also	  frequently	  comprise	  the	  very	  same	  individuals.	  Thus	  the	  former	  Chief	  Governance	  Adviser	  for	  DFID,	  Sue	  Unsworth,	  as	  well	  as	  noted	  American	  consultants	  and	  practitioners	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  such	  as	  Larry	  Diamond	  and	  Thomas	  Carothers,	  are	  also	  important	  contributors	  to	  the	  academic	  debate	  about	  democracy	  promotion.	  I	  will	  therefore	  consider	  academic	  and	  policy	  texts	  as	  one	  broad	  (though	  not	  unified)	  literature,	  whilst	  not	  forgetting	  that	  this	  theory	  not	  only	  describes	  policy	  but	  also	  produces	  it.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  by	  giving	  a	  detailed	  account	  of	  what	  democracy	  is,	  these	  texts	  enable	  and	  constrain	  imaginations	  as	  well	  as	  interventions.	  They	  are	  furthermore	  located	  at	  particular	  sites	  of	  power,	  and	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  widely-­‐read	  amongst	  national	  and	  international	  development	  workers	  and	  proponents	  of	  democratic	  reform	  on	  the	  ground,	  as	  well	  as	  in	  policy-­‐making	  fora.	  	  	  It	  is	  particularly	  important	  to	  pay	  attention	  to	  the	  way	  power	  relations	  are	  mobilised	  and	  can	  be	  traced	  through	  the	  operation	  of	  policy,	  and	  this	  will	  be	  the	  starting	  point	  of	  my	  analysis.	  DFID	  explicitly	  claim	  that	  “[g]overnance	  is	  all	  about	  the	  use	  of	  power	  and	  authority”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  6).	  However,	  the	  way	  this	  claim	  is	  formulated	  betrays	  the	  particular	  conception	  of	  power	  that	  is	  held	  within	  democracy	  promotion	  policy:	  that	  power	  is	  something	  that	  people	  have	  and	  exercise	  (or	  do	  not),	  usually	  over	  others.	  	  DFID,	  for	  example,	  discusses	  “the	  way	  power	  is	  held,	  used	  and	  projected	  in	  different	  contexts”	  and	  targets	  particular	  concern	  toward	  “those	  without	  power	  and	  influence”	  (ibid).	  Similarly	  UNDP	  talks	  about	  a	  “gap”	  between	  the	  “powerful	  and	  the	  powerless”	  (UNDP,	  2002:	  15)	  and	  makes	  reference	  to	  “all	  those	  who	  hold	  power”	  (ibid:	  85).	  	  	  Liberal	  democratic	  rationality	  relies	  on	  this	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  power,	  as	  it	  is	  what	  enables	  a	  ballot	  paper	  to	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  “power	  actually	  in	  their	  hands”	  (Charman,	  2009:	  62).	  As	  such,	  the	  task	  at	  hand	  is	  conceived	  to	  be	  the	  better,	  more	  equitable,	  distribution	  of	  power	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  20).	  It	  is	  furthermore	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important	  to	  note	  that	  the	  techniques	  of	  democracy	  promoters	  are	  conceptualised	  as	  entirely	  outside	  these	  power	  relations,	  seeking	  only	  to	  intervene	  in	  the	  distribution	  of	  power,	  not	  to	  exercise	  that	  power	  itself.	  	  	  This	  conception	  of	  power	  has	  much	  in	  common	  with	  what	  Foucault	  influentially	  named	  the	  “repressive	  hypothesis”,	  which	  is	  to	  say,	  the	  hypothesis	  that	  power	  mainly	  functions	  through	  exclusions,	  denials	  and	  prohibitions	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  10-­‐12).	  Foucault	  does	  not	  deny	  that	  power	  can	  and	  does	  operate	  in	  this	  way:	  in	  the	  context	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  people	  are	  indeed	  denied	  resources	  and	  freedoms,	  excluded	  from	  decision-­‐making,	  prohibited	  from	  joining	  political	  organisations	  and	  so	  on.	  	  The	  important	  point	  for	  Foucault	  is	  that	  power	  is	  much	  more	  interesting,	  diffuse	  and	  productive	  than	  this,	  as	  I	  shall	  go	  on	  to	  discuss	  in	  detail	  below.	  For	  now,	  however,	  we	  simply	  need	  to	  note	  that	  the	  supposed	  neutrality	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  reliant	  on	  a	  tacit	  acceptance	  of	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  and,	  therefore,	  an	  elision	  of	  any	  other	  modes	  of	  power.	  	  DFID	  is,	  then,	  in	  the	  interests	  of	  neutrality,	  quite	  explicit	  that	  it	  is	  not	  its	  role	  to	  prescribe	  any	  one	  particular	  set	  of	  institutions	  or	  organisations	  that	  would	  constitute	  democratic	  governance:	  	   Like	  all	  aspects	  of	  governance,	  democratic	  politics	  cannot	  be	  transplanted	  to	  or	  imposed	  on	  a	  country	  from	  outside.	  Governance	  systems	  have	  many	  different	  forms,	  depending	  on	  local	  culture,	  society	  and	  history.	  It	  is	  for	  each	  country	  to	  design	  and	  implement	  its	  own	  democratic	  institutions	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  20).	  	  Furthermore,	  they	  suggest	  it	  is	  important	  to:	  	   ensure	  that	  ‘governance’	  initiatives	  at	  the	  country	  level	  are	  based	  on	  a	  much	  stronger,	  deeper	  and	  more	  nuanced	  understanding	  of	  context.	  This	  will	  mean	  […]	  having	  no	  preconceptions	  about	  the	  ‘right	  sort	  of	  institutions’.	  […]	  Donors	  will	  need	  to	  recognise	  […]	  different	  histories	  and	  build	  on	  them,	  and	  reject	  simplistic	  ideas	  of	  building	  institutions	  that	  ‘look	  like	  ours’(ibid:	  69).	  	  The	  British	  Foreign	  Secretary	  likewise	  argued,	  specifically	  in	  relation	  to	  Pakistan,	  that	  Muslim	  countries	  do	  not	  want	  “a	  floor-­‐plan	  for	  democratic	  government”	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(Miliband,	  2009)	  from	  the	  UK,	  and	  suggested	  that	  “democratization	  happens	  primarily	  because	  of	  local	  pressures	  and	  dynamics”	  (Miliband,	  2008).	  Similarly,	  the	  UNDP	  argues	  that,	  “the	  democracy	  a	  nation	  chooses	  to	  develop	  depends	  on	  its	  history	  and	  circumstances	  -­‐	  countries	  will	  necessarily	  be	  ‘differently	  democratic’”	  and	  that	  “democracy	  that	  empowers	  people	  must	  be	  built	  -­‐	  it	  cannot	  be	  imported”	  (UNDP,	  2002:	  4).	  	  We	  can	  go	  on.	  The	  academic,	  Ian	  Smillie,	  suggests	  that	  democracy	  needs	  to	  be	  promoted	  in	  an	  “emergent”	  way,	  building	  on	  “a	  comprehensive	  understanding	  of	  local	  conditions	  and	  the	  history	  that	  has	  created	  them”	  (2007:	  65),	  whereas	  Sue	  Unsworth	  talks	  about	  the	  crucial	  importance	  of	  the	  “local	  political	  environment”	  and	  “home-­‐grown	  ideas”	  (ibid:	  27).	  As	  Thomas	  Carothers	  points	  out,	  “Every	  set	  of	  ‘lessons	  learned’	  on	  democracy-­‐building	  programs	  includes	  the	  admonition	  to	  ‘be	  sensitive	  to	  local	  realities’”,	  an	  insight	  that	  leads	  him	  to	  caution	  against	  “an	  ahistorical	  and	  acultural	  approach”	  (2004:	  5,	  20).	  	  Given	  that	  this	  principle	  is	  so	  clearly	  and	  widely	  stated,	  it	  might	  at	  first	  sight	  seem	  rather	  surprising	  to	  note	  not	  just	  the	  fact	  that	  “no	  golden	  rule	  of	  aid	  work	  is	  more	  frequently	  practised	  in	  the	  breach”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  5),	  but	  more	  importantly,	  the	  precision	  with	  which	  most	  of	  the	  contributions	  to	  the	  literature	  do	  in	  fact	  specify	  particular	  sets	  of	  institutions	  and	  techniques	  as	  indispensable	  for	  democracy.	  	  	  DFID	  suggest	  that	  “democratic	  politics	  requires	  representative	  institutions	  to	  which	  there	  are	  free	  and	  fair	  elections,	  freedom	  of	  expression,	  a	  free	  media,	  freedom	  of	  association	  and	  inclusive	  citizenship”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  19).	  They	  also	  emphasise:	  “the	  rule	  of	  law,	  accountability,	  fair	  representation	  and	  effective	  participation	  and	  voice	  -­‐	  and	  a	  set	  of	  values	  that	  recognise	  individual	  and	  collective	  human	  rights	  and	  freedoms”	  (ibid).	  The	  FCO	  describes	  “democracy	  and	  good	  political	  governance”	  as	  “fair	  electoral	  processes,	  effective	  parliamentary	  institutions,	  public	  participation	  in	  decision	  making,	  independent	  judiciaries,	  and	  freedom	  of	  expression”	  (FCO,	  2006:	  56).	  The	  UNDP	  has	  a	  similarly	  prescriptive	  list,	  including	  representative	  institutions,	  free	  and	  fair	  elections,	  separation	  of	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powers,	  free	  civil	  society	  and	  media	  and	  civilian	  control	  over	  security	  services	  (UNDP,	  2002:	  4).	  These	  prescriptions	  look	  remarkably	  like	  the	  familiar	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  	  Concomitantly,	  DFID	  spending	  on	  governance	  in	  Pakistan	  was	  likewise	  fully	  implicated	  in	  promoting	  what	  are	  clearly	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions.	  Take	  the	  £12m	  budget	  support	  credit	  discussed	  above,	  for	  instance	  (DFID,	  2006d).	  The	  rationale	  of	  budget	  support	  is	  not	  only	  to	  put	  money	  into	  the	  country’s	  public	  services	  contributing	  to	  health,	  education	  and	  the	  like,	  but	  also	  to	  ensure	  that	  it	  is	  the	  government	  itself	  that	  spends	  this	  money	  and	  that	  it	  is	  accountable	  for	  it,	  ideally	  to	  its	  own	  people.	  Thus,	  although	  the	  documentation	  for	  this	  sort	  of	  intervention	  may	  appear	  at	  first	  sight	  to	  be	  quite	  technical	  -­‐	  rather	  than	  political	  -­‐	  and	  more	  interested	  in	  the	  transparency	  of	  country	  accounting	  systems	  and	  the	  achievement	  of	  quantified	  Millennium	  Development	  Goals	  (such	  as	  reductions	  in	  infant	  mortality,	  for	  instance),	  it	  is	  an	  intervention	  which	  is	  deeply	  concerned	  with	  the	  promotion	  of	  particular	  institutions.	  	  	  Thus,	  amongst	  the	  highest-­‐level	  indicators	  for	  success	  for	  this	  project	  is	  “%	  of	  households	  satisfied	  with	  union	  councillor	  contact”	  (ibid:	  17),	  as	  well	  as	  other	  public	  service	  provision,	  and	  one	  of	  the	  four	  broad	  areas	  (or	  “pillars”)	  that	  legitimates	  the	  intervention	  is	  its	  preoccupation	  with	  “devolution”	  (DFID,	  2006c:	  2).	  Devolution	  is	  important	  not	  only	  because	  it	  “demonstrates	  a	  commitment	  to	  moving	  spending	  decisions	  closer	  to	  recipients”	  (DFID,	  2006d:	  5),	  which	  implies	  some	  form	  of	  democratic	  accountability,	  but	  also	  because	  at	  provincial	  level	  the	  assemblies	  were,	  even	  at	  that	  time,	  elected	  and	  provided	  some	  form	  of	  democratic	  legitimacy	  despite	  the	  military	  government	  still	  in	  power	  in	  Islamabad	  (DFID,	  2006c:	  5).	  It	  is	  therefore	  not	  surprising	  that	  around	  a	  further	  £5.5	  million	  was	  spent	  on	  supporting	  provincial	  government	  in	  the	  same	  financial	  year.	  	  	  Other	  projects	  also	  reflect	  that	  the	  thrust	  of	  DFID’s	  governance	  work	  was	  to	  bolster	  specifically	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions,	  not	  least	  the	  £3.5	  million	  programme	  to	  support	  “free,	  fair	  and	  credible	  elections	  in	  Pakistan”	  in	  2007	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(DFID,	  2006b).	  Furthermore,	  a	  four	  year	  project	  worth	  £18	  million	  was	  funded	  to	  strengthen	  civil	  society	  groups’	  ability	  to	  make	  demands	  to	  the	  devolved	  governments	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  “[c]itizens’	  engagement	  is	  key	  to	  a	  responsive	  and	  accountable	  state”	  (DFID,	  2007c).	  On	  a	  smaller	  scale,	  a	  two	  year	  DFID-­‐funded	  project	  run	  by	  US	  democracy	  promoters,	  the	  National	  Democratic	  Institute	  for	  International	  Affairs	  (NDI),	  worth	  £325,611	  aimed	  at	  “strengthening	  the	  capacity	  of	  political	  parties	  to	  engage	  in	  local	  governance”	  (DFID,	  2004).	  All	  of	  this	  expenditure	  takes	  place	  alongside	  smaller-­‐scale	  FCO	  projects,	  which	  aim	  to	  support	  the	  right	  to	  freedom	  of	  speech	  and	  expression	  [references].	  In	  the	  detail	  of	  the	  projects	  supported,	  then,	  there	  is	  a	  thorough-­‐going,	  although	  tacit,	  commitment	  to	  the	  institutions	  that	  together	  make	  up	  liberal	  democratic	  governance.	  	  In	  fact,	  the	  academic	  literature,	  at	  least,	  very	  widely	  acknowledges	  that	  what	  is	  to	  be	  promoted	  is	  liberal	  democracy:	  “Aid	  providers	  know	  what	  they	  would	  like	  to	  help	  countries	  achieve	  -­‐	  the	  Western-­‐style,	  rule-­‐oriented	  systems	  they	  know	  from	  their	  own	  countries”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  136).	  Samuel	  Huntington,	  in	  advocating	  a	  Schumpeterian,	  procedural	  version	  of	  democracy,	  indeed	  hails	  it	  as	  a	  desirable	  move	  that	  the	  question	  of	  what	  we	  mean	  by	  democracy	  appears	  to	  have	  been	  settled,	  because	  in	  order	  to	  promote	  democracy	  effectively	  it	  is	  necessary	  to	  know	  what	  it	  is:	  “fuzzy	  norms	  do	  not	  yield	  useful	  analysis”	  (Huntington,	  1991:	  9;	  Schumpeter,	  2010).	  	  	  Whilst	  not	  going	  this	  far,	  Sue	  Unsworth	  notes	  that	  the	  “implicit	  model”	  is	  “the	  reproduction	  of	  Weberian	  norms	  and	  democratic	  political	  systems	  as	  found	  in	  OECD	  countries”	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  21).	  Similarly,	  Swain	  et	  al	  identify	  that	  “[r]ecent	  research	  has	  focused	  on	  how	  democracy	  can	  be	  defined	  and	  measured”	  and	  suggest	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  does,	  and	  should,	  rely	  on	  the	  notion	  -­‐	  borrowed	  from	  Robert	  Dahl	  -­‐	  of	  “polyarchy”	  (Dahl,	  1977;	  see	  also	  Robinson,	  1996):	  	  	   the	  presence	  of	  elected	  officials;	  free	  and	  fair	  elections;	  inclusive	  suffrage;	  the	  right	  to	  run	  for	  public	  office;	  freedom	  of	  expression;	  existence	  and	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availability	  of	  alternative	  information;	  and	  associational	  autonomy”	  (Swain	  et	  al.,	  2011:	  3).	  	  	  	  The	  Nobel	  prize-­‐winner,	  Amartya	  Sen,	  who	  has	  done	  so	  much	  to	  popularise	  the	  notion	  of	  democracy	  “as	  a	  universal	  value”,	  likewise	  specifies	  in	  some	  detail	  what	  democracy	  is:	  “voting	  and	  respect	  for	  election	  results,	  [also]	  the	  protection	  of	  liberties	  and	  freedoms,	  respect	  for	  legal	  entitlements,	  and	  the	  guaranteeing	  of	  free	  discussion	  and	  uncensored	  distribution	  of	  news	  and	  fair	  comment”	  (Sen,	  1999:	  10).	  	  The	  perceived	  advantage	  in	  using	  this	  particular	  conception	  of	  democracy	  comes	  back	  to	  the	  notion	  that	  it	  can	  arbitrate	  neutrally	  between	  existing	  relations	  of	  power	  (Przeworski,	  1999;	  Barro,	  1999).	  Democracy	  is	  viewed	  as	  a	  set	  of	  “procedures”	  that	  are	  neutral	  and	  objective,	  that	  will	  distribute	  power	  evenly,	  and	  can	  be	  separated	  from	  the	  substantive	  decisions	  that	  are	  their	  outcome:	  Larry	  Diamond	  exemplifies	  such	  a	  procedural	  conception	  when	  he	  sets	  out	  a	  lengthy	  set	  of	  rules	  that	  would	  constitute	  a	  “free	  and	  fair	  election”	  (Diamond,	  2002).	  	  	  It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note	  that	  the	  concrete	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  are	  informed	  by	  this	  view	  by	  investing	  in	  technologies	  such	  as	  election	  observation	  and	  the	  strengthening	  of	  neutral	  arbiters	  of	  process	  and	  procedures	  such	  as	  Electoral	  Commissions	  (Hyde,	  2011;	  Carothers,	  2004:	  83-­‐90).	  Thus,	  in	  Pakistan,	  the	  support	  for	  elections	  provided	  by	  DFID	  comprises	  mainly	  support	  for	  the	  Pakistani	  Electoral	  Commission	  and	  for	  international	  election	  observation,	  with	  some	  support	  for	  local	  civil	  society	  partially	  focused	  on	  building	  capacity	  for	  national	  election	  observation	  (DFID,	  2006b).	  	  	  It	  is	  again	  important	  to	  stress	  here	  that	  although	  the	  election	  stands	  as	  a	  particularly	  powerful	  symbol	  of	  neutrality	  in	  the	  distribution	  of	  power,	  it	  is	  one	  amongst	  a	  complex	  web	  of	  different	  institutions	  that	  make	  up	  liberal	  democracy.	  The	  position	  of	  the	  election	  as	  the	  cornerstone	  of	  a	  much	  broader	  set	  of	  democratic	  institutions	  is	  set	  out	  intriguingly	  by	  DFID	  thus:	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A	  holistic	  and	  large	  programme	  to	  support	  democratic	  institutions	  in	  Pakistan	  prior	  to	  the	  2007	  elections	  represents	  high	  risk	  without	  corresponding	  returns.	  Issues	  that	  merit	  careful	  and	  material	  consideration	  such	  as	  parliamentary	  capacity,	  transparency	  of	  political	  party	  funds	  and	  operations,	  and	  the	  media’s	  role	  in	  promoting	  democracy,	  therefore,	  while	  crucial,	  cannot	  be	  dealt	  with	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  a	  clear	  and	  demonstrable	  commitment	  of	  sustained	  democracy	  from	  the	  Government	  of	  Pakistan.	  The	  2007	  election	  is	  a	  litmus	  test	  of	  this	  commitment.	  (ibid:	  7)	  	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  election	  is	  not	  only	  the	  lynchpin	  of	  the	  set	  of	  institutions	  that	  DFID	  intend	  to	  promote,	  but	  is	  also	  prior	  to	  them,	  both	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  it	  must	  happen	  first	  and	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  it	  takes	  priority.	  Paradoxically,	  then,	  the	  very	  desire	  for	  neutrality,	  based	  on	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  of	  power,	  which	  began	  by	  stressing	  the	  importance	  of	  local	  ideas,	  practices	  and	  traditions,	  also	  leads	  to	  a	  highly	  restricted	  vision	  of	  what	  democracy	  can	  be,	  in	  which	  the	  election	  both	  sets	  up	  the	  conditions	  for,	  and	  guarantees,	  the	  other	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  In	  summary,	  then,	  democracy	  –	  one	  of	  the	  most	  contested	  and	  debated	  issues	  in	  the	  history	  of	  political	  theory	  –	  has	  in	  practice	  been	  narrowed	  down	  to	  a	  specific	  range	  of	  institutions.	  	  	  
Democratic	  Theorising	  and	  Power	  	  Peter	  Burnell	  stands	  out	  as	  one	  of	  the	  important	  exceptions	  in	  the	  mainstream	  democracy	  promotion	  literature,	  in	  doing	  more	  than	  merely	  passing	  over	  the	  recognition	  that	  -­‐	  because	  they	  “occupy	  a	  limited	  range”	  -­‐	  the	  conceptualisations	  of	  democracy	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  “will	  not	  satisfy	  every	  shade	  of	  democratic	  theorist”	  (Burnell,	  2000:	  4;	  others	  include	  Whitehead,	  2002	  and	  Schmitter	  and	  Karl,	  1996;	  see	  also	  the	  more	  detailed	  discussion	  by	  Kurki,	  2010:	  369-­‐370).	  However,	  despite	  his	  suggestion	  that	  “greater	  mass	  empowerment	  than	  has	  been	  commonplace	  in	  the	  West”	  (Burnell,	  2000:	  23)	  might	  emerge	  from	  taking	  democratic	  theorizing	  seriously,	  he	  nevertheless	  ends	  up	  dismissing	  the	  possibility	  that	  a	  more	  radical	  or	  participatory	  conceptualisation	  of	  democracy	  could	  be	  entertained	  by	  Democracy	  Promotion.	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This	  reticence	  in	  engaging	  with	  the	  possibilities	  of	  alternative	  theories	  of	  democracy	  is	  defended	  on	  the	  following	  grounds:	  “external	  actors	  can	  contribute	  very	  little	  to	  the	  development	  of	  truly	  popular	  or	  grass-­‐roots	  democracy	  anyway”	  (ibid:	  4).	  The	  logic	  of	  this	  argument	  is	  somewhat	  curious	  because,	  unlike	  the	  many	  accounts	  of	  democratisation	  that	  fail	  sufficiently	  to	  acknowledge	  the	  importance	  of	  external	  actors	  (see	  Abrahamsen,	  2000:	  2-­‐3),	  Burnell	  is	  very	  clear	  that	  “democracy	  assistance	  […]	  could	  come	  close	  to	  being	  essential”	  (Burnell,	  2000:	  5)	  for	  democratisation	  under	  some	  circumstances	  and	  that	  “approaching	  two	  thirds	  of	  currently	  existing	  democracies	  owe	  their	  origins	  to	  deliberate	  acts	  of	  imposition	  or	  intervention	  from	  without”	  (2000:	  7).	  In	  other	  words,	  he	  implicitly	  suggests	  that	  external	  actors	  do	  successfully	  intervene:	  but	  only	  when	  it	  is	  liberal	  democratic	  theory	  that	  animates	  them.	  	  	  The	  serious	  omission	  in	  Burnell’s	  argument,	  then,	  is	  a	  failure	  to	  acknowledge	  that	  external	  actors	  are	  imposing	  or	  intervening	  on	  behalf	  of	  a	  particular	  set	  of	  practices	  that	  are	  informed	  by	  theory	  and	  that	  continually	  produce	  theory.	  	  It	  is	  likely	  that,	  in	  their	  suffocating	  elision	  of	  alternative	  modes	  of	  theorising	  democracy,	  they	  are	  actively	  preventing	  the	  emergence	  of	  different,	  perhaps	  “truly	  popular	  or	  grass-­‐roots”,	  alternatives.	  	  Burnell	  suggests	  furthermore	  that	  promoting	  “untried	  models”	  is	  too	  “risky”	  and	  that	  it	  lies	  beyond	  the	  ability	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  agencies	  (Burnell,	  2000:	  4).	  The	  logic	  here	  is	  to	  imply	  that	  the	  difference	  between	  promoting	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  other	  potentially	  democratic	  forms	  of	  governance	  is	  due	  to	  the	  distinction	  between	  practice	  and	  theory:	  it	  is	  safe,	  justifiable	  and	  ultimately	  possible	  to	  promote	  Western	  forms	  of	  democracy	  because	  they	  are	  known,	  tried	  and	  tested	  as	  practice,	  but	  beyond	  this	  we	  are	  in	  the	  untrodden	  and	  dangerous	  terrain	  of	  democratic	  theory.	  	  	  Burnell’s	  privileging	  of	  practice	  over	  theory	  is	  problematic	  for	  two	  reasons.	  First,	  in	  countries	  where	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  advocated,	  the	  practices	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  are	  arguably	  often	  themselves	  “untried	  models”	  and	  the	  risks	  associated	  with	  their	  implementation	  during	  democratic	  transitions	  -­‐	  even	  if	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judged	  worth	  taking	  -­‐	  have	  been	  well	  documented	  and	  often	  catastrophic	  (Huntington,	  1968;	  Chua,	  2004;	  Kaplan,	  2001;	  Hawksley,	  2009).	  	  The	  second	  problem	  with	  Burnell’s	  implied	  dichotomy	  is	  that	  it	  allows	  us	  to	  forget	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  also	  -­‐	  as	  is	  amply	  demonstrated	  by	  the	  references	  to	  Weber,	  Schumpeter	  and	  Dahl,	  above	  -­‐	  entirely	  underwritten	  by	  theory.	  Democracy	  as	  we	  know	  it	  in	  the	  West,	  then,	  is	  not	  an	  alternative	  to	  the	  dangers	  of	  democratic	  theorising,	  but	  rather	  a	  consequence	  of	  them.	  Not	  only	  this,	  but	  practices	  and	  theories	  are	  never	  separate	  from	  one	  another,	  but	  always	  in	  a	  process	  of	  interaction,	  acting	  on	  and	  constituting	  the	  world	  and	  each	  other	  as	  they	  do.	  	  	  To	  understand	  this	  last	  claim	  in	  context,	  it	  is	  helpful	  to	  go	  back	  to	  the	  idea	  that	  liberal,	  procedural	  democracy	  is	  somehow	  outside	  relations	  of	  power	  and	  can	  mediate	  between	  them.	  As	  I	  have	  argued,	  this	  idea	  is	  reliant	  on	  a	  repressive	  hypothesis	  of	  power.	  However,	  as	  is	  now	  well	  known,	  Foucault’s	  essential	  contribution	  was	  to	  point	  out	  that	  repressive	  practices	  are	  localised	  tactics	  within	  a	  broader	  “general	  economy”	  of	  power	  that	  is	  also,	  and	  primarily,	  productive.	  	  A	  Foucauldian	  approach	  is	  sceptical	  that	  procedures,	  “the	  rules	  of	  the	  game”,	  and	  power	  can	  be	  separated	  out,	  rather	  viewing	  procedures	  as	  already	  implicated	  in	  the	  circulation	  of	  power:	  	  	   The	  successes	  of	  history	  belong	  to	  those	  who	  are	  capable	  of	  seizing	  these	  rules,	  to	  replace	  those	  who	  had	  used	  them,	  to	  disguise	  themselves	  so	  as	  to	  pervert	  them,	  invert	  their	  meaning;	  controlling	  this	  complex	  mechanism,	  they	  will	  make	  it	  function	  so	  as	  to	  overcome	  the	  rulers	  through	  their	  own	  rules	  (Foucault,	  1991a:	  85-­‐86).	  	  	  As	  this	  passage	  suggests,	  if	  we	  understand	  the	  “violent	  and	  unfinalised”	  nature	  of	  rules,	  we	  can	  see	  that	  there	  is	  always	  everything	  to	  play	  for.	  However,	  those	  who	  claim	  that	  the	  rules	  are	  merely	  neutral	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  identical	  with	  those	  who	  seek	  control	  through	  them:	  the	  common	  acceptance	  of	  the	  rules	  relies	  on	  their	  neutrality	  and	  it	  is	  this	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  maintained	  in	  order	  to	  maintain	  the	  constellations	  of	  power	  they	  uphold	  and	  reproduce.	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For	  our	  purposes,	  the	  procedures	  –	  however	  broadly	  defined	  –	  of,	  say,	  a	  democratic	  practice	  based	  on	  “free	  and	  fair	  elections”	  can	  be	  traced	  to	  a	  particular	  kind	  of	  individualisation	  which	  takes	  human	  beings	  as	  already	  constituted	  in	  their	  preferences	  and	  interests	  and	  amenable	  to	  counting	  and	  measurement	  prior	  to	  any	  democratic	  engagement.	  These	  procedures	  may,	  as	  in	  Diamond’s	  account,	  institutionalise	  processes	  of	  contestation,	  but	  in	  so	  doing,	  as	  acknowledged	  by	  Burnell,	  they	  also	  put	  in	  place	  a	  particular	  regime	  of	  political	  and	  civil	  rights	  that	  likewise	  stress	  individuality	  above,	  say,	  relations	  of	  care	  or	  the	  social	  or	  economic	  rights	  of	  the	  group	  (Burnell,	  2000:	  4).	  As	  such,	  then,	  discourses	  and	  forms	  of	  expertise	  (of	  individual	  rights;	  of	  counting;	  of	  combating	  electoral	  fraud)	  and	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  they	  intersect	  with	  non-­‐discursive	  practices	  (the	  ballot	  box;	  recourse	  to	  individual	  legal	  redress)	  will	  taken	  together	  constitute	  procedures	  that	  purport	  to	  be	  neutral	  but	  in	  fact	  produce	  and	  reproduce	  a	  whole	  way	  of	  looking	  at	  the	  world	  that	  upholds	  individualisation,	  counting	  and	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  	  By	  broadening	  our	  conception	  of	  power,	  we	  can	  see	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  far	  from	  being	  outside	  power	  relations	  in	  an	  adjudicative	  role,	  aiming	  only	  at	  the	  better	  distribution	  of	  power	  that	  is	  located	  in	  local	  hands,	  are	  rather	  fully	  implicated	  in	  the	  production	  and	  maintenance	  of	  power	  relations.	  I	  will	  explore	  in	  some	  detail	  the	  mechanism	  by	  which	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  works	  in	  Chapter	  2,	  but	  first	  of	  all,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  look	  in	  a	  little	  more	  detail	  at	  just	  what	  is	  missed	  out	  by	  an	  insistence	  on	  liberal	  and	  procedural	  conceptualisations	  of	  democracy.	  	  
Promoting	  democracy	  “as	  a	  contested	  concept”?	  	  As	  Milja	  Kurki	  has	  shown	  in	  detail	  (2010),	  both	  the	  precision	  of	  the	  conceptualisation	  of	  democracy	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  and	  the	  consensus	  that	  seems	  to	  surround	  it,	  are	  all	  the	  more	  striking	  considering	  that	  democracy	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  contested	  concepts	  in	  the	  history	  of	  political	  theory.	  If	  we	  were	  to	  take	  history	  and	  context	  as	  seriously	  as	  the	  authors	  cited	  in	  the	  previous	  section	  suggest	  we	  should,	  we	  must	  quickly	  recognise	  that	  there	  have	  been	  many	  forms	  and	  models	  of	  rule	  throughout	  history	  that	  have	  been	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considered	  “democratic”,	  not	  all	  of	  which	  have	  featured	  any	  or	  all	  of	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  	  David	  Held	  counts	  at	  least	  eight	  models	  of	  democracy	  that	  have	  actually	  existed:	  the	  Greek	  city	  state,	  the	  Republican	  tradition	  of	  active	  citizenship,	  social	  democracy,	  particularly	  in	  Scandinavian	  countries,	  and	  forms	  of	  “direct	  democracy”,	  often	  advocated	  in	  socialist	  regimes,	  are	  the	  most	  immediately	  obvious	  (1996;	  see	  also	  Hobson,	  2008).	  Kurki	  furthermore	  points	  to	  theoretical	  contributions	  to	  democratic	  theory	  as	  other	  sites	  of	  contestability	  (Kurki,	  2010:	  373).	  These	  include	  “participatory”	  democracy,	  which	  focuses	  on	  participation	  not	  only	  in	  public	  decision-­‐making	  but	  also	  in	  sites	  such	  as	  the	  workplace	  and	  civil	  society	  (Pateman,	  1975);	  “deliberative”	  democracy,	  which	  advocates	  broader	  inclusion	  of	  citizens	  in	  democratic	  deliberation	  and	  the	  formulation	  of	  institutions	  and	  rules	  that	  would	  enable	  this	  to	  take	  place	  in	  ways	  that	  privilege	  fairness,	  equality	  and	  justice	  (Bohman,	  2000;	  Dryzek,	  2000);	  “agonistic”	  and	  other	  relational	  ideas	  about	  democracy	  which	  stress	  the	  importance	  of	  subject	  formation	  and	  the	  never-­‐ending	  play	  of	  power	  in	  democratic	  encounters	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  2001;	  Mouffe,	  1999,	  2000,	  2004;	  Norval,	  2007;	  Laclau,	  2005);	  and	  “cosmopolitan”	  democracy	  that	  takes	  engagement	  at	  a	  supranational	  or	  global	  level	  to	  be	  a	  precondition	  of	  democratic	  life	  (Held,	  1996).	  	  	  To	  this	  I	  would	  add	  the	  traditional	  forms	  of	  decision-­‐making	  and	  dispute	  resolution	  that	  exist	  in	  specific	  locations,	  such	  as	  the	  “jirga”	  in	  Northern	  Pakistan.	  The	  jirga	  is,	  according	  to	  recent	  empirical	  work	  conducted	  by	  Urs	  Geiser,	  a	  	  	   key	  mechanism	  of	  governance	  […]	  representatives	  of	  affected	  parties	  meet	  and	  sit	  in	  a	  circle	  to	  ‘deliberate’	  and	  finally	  decide	  […]	  Jirgas	  deal	  with	  disputes	  between	  people,	  but	  they	  also	  negotiate	  conflicts	  about	  lands	  and	  forests,	  and	  represent	  ‘the	  local’	  in	  dealings	  with	  state	  officials.	  Jirgas	  are	  still	  powerful.	  (Geiser,	  2012:	  713)	  	  My	  intention	  here	  is	  not	  to	  idealise	  the	  jirga	  or	  to	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  a	  form	  of	  governance	  that	  is	  somehow	  authentic	  or	  untrammelled	  by	  colonial	  histories.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  the	  history	  of	  the	  jirga	  is	  complex	  and	  bound	  up	  with	  British	  rule.	  Although	  the	  village	  jirga	  pre-­‐dates	  the	  British	  (Beattie,	  2011:	  574),	  following	  the	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annexation	  of	  what	  is	  now	  the	  Northwest	  Frontier	  Province	  (NWFP)	  and	  Baluchistan,	  British	  officials	  were	  keen	  to	  work	  with	  these	  institutions	  in	  keeping	  with	  their	  accustomed	  policy	  of	  working	  through	  whatever	  forms	  of	  governance	  already	  existed	  (Tripodi,	  2009).	  	  In	  doing	  so,	  of	  course,	  they	  transformed	  the	  workings	  of	  the	  jirga,	  by	  organising	  the	  gatherings,	  attempting	  to	  negotiate	  through	  them	  and	  using	  them	  to	  distribute	  allowances	  and	  settle	  issues	  that	  were	  of	  particular	  interest	  to	  them	  (Sammon,	  2008).	  	  However,	  this	  worked	  much	  better	  in	  sparsely	  populated	  Baluchistan,	  under	  the	  leadership	  of	  Col	  Sir	  Robert	  Sandeman,	  than	  in	  NWFP	  (Tripodi,	  	  2009).	  At	  the	  time,	  it	  was	  understood	  that	  this	  was	  because	  the	  inhabitants	  of	  NWFP	  were	  “extremely	  democratic”	  (Commissioner	  Derajat	  Division	  quoted	  in	  Beattie,	  2011:	  579),	  and	  it	  was	  therefore	  difficult	  to	  use	  them	  to	  come	  to	  a	  binding	  and	  enforceable	  settlement:	  because	  every	  male	  individual	  insisted	  upon	  his	  right	  to	  speak	  and	  to	  be	  allowed	  to	  veto	  any	  agreement,	  the	  gatherings	  became	  unmanageably	  large,	  unwieldy	  and	  chaotic	  to	  be	  of	  much	  use	  to	  the	  colonial	  regime	  (Beattie,	  2011).	  	  	  The	  point	  of	  this	  brief	  discussion	  is	  to	  flag	  up	  how	  strange	  it	  is,	  given	  that	  “democracy”	  is	  precisely	  what	  has	  come	  to	  be	  valued	  by	  British	  development	  practitioners,	  that	  the	  jirga	  is	  now	  entirely	  absent	  from	  official	  discussions	  about	  the	  region.	  These	  important	  institutions	  do	  not	  even	  merit	  a	  mention	  in	  DFID’s	  2011	  Country	  Governance	  Analysis	  of	  Pakistan	  (Coffey	  International	  Development,	  2011).	  	  I	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  because	  they	  no	  longer	  fit	  into	  the	  precise	  definition	  of	  “democracy”	  involving	  elections	  and	  liberal	  institutions	  that	  they	  are	  not	  even	  discussed	  as	  part	  of	  Pakistan’s	  existing	  postcolonial	  institutional	  landscape.	  	  The	  point	  here	  is	  not	  to	  argue	  for	  any	  particular	  form	  of	  democracy,	  but	  rather	  simply	  to	  note	  that	  alternative	  models	  to	  the	  liberal	  tradition	  exist	  and	  are	  still	  widely	  advocated.	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  differences	  between	  them	  are	  far	  from	  trivial.	  Contrary	  to	  the	  idea	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  offers	  a	  set	  of	  neutral	  procedures	  which	  are	  in	  principle	  separable	  from	  outcomes,	  experiments	  with	  deliberative	  democracy,	  for	  example,	  have	  shown	  that	  changing	  the	  institutions	  and	  the	  “rules	  of	  the	  game”	  may	  shift	  the	  substantive	  outcome	  dramatically	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(Goodin	  and	  Niemeyer,	  2003).	  Yet	  any	  alternative	  imagining	  of	  democracy	  or	  democratic	  institutions	  -­‐	  perhaps	  rooted	  in	  local	  histories,	  perhaps	  imaginatively	  building	  on	  and	  exceeding	  them,	  perhaps	  borrowing	  from	  theoretical	  explorations	  or	  now-­‐vanished	  models,	  probably	  always	  a	  combination	  of	  these	  -­‐	  is	  ruled	  out	  by	  the	  insistence	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  on	  a	  narrow	  range	  of	  liberal	  institutions,	  values	  and	  techniques,	  despite	  explicit	  claims	  that	  this	  is	  precisely	  what	  they	  do	  not	  want	  to	  do.	  	  	  Beyond	  Kurki	  and	  Burnell,	  it	  is	  rare	  even	  to	  find	  a	  discussion	  of	  other	  possible	  models	  in	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature,	  and	  where	  it	  exists	  it	  provides	  yet	  another	  example	  of	  the	  pervasiveness	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  thinking.	  For	  instance,	  Swain	  et	  al	  describe	  demands	  for	  “economic	  democracy	  and	  an	  equitable	  distribution	  of	  resources”	  as	  “going	  beyond”	  the	  requirements	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  suggest	  that:	  “while,	  in	  theory,	  there	  is	  a	  growing	  trend	  to	  broaden	  the	  concept	  of	  democracy,	  new	  democracies	  are	  facing	  serious	  challenges	  even	  to	  sustain	  basic	  institutions	  and	  values”	  (Swain	  et	  al.,	  2011:	  4).	  The	  assumption	  here	  is	  that	  other	  models	  are	  an	  add-­‐on	  to	  liberal	  democracy,	  which	  is	  viewed	  as	  the	  institutional	  basis	  for	  any	  innovation,	  rather	  than	  a	  radically	  different	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  world.	  	  	  This	  logic	  is	  likewise	  used	  by	  Sen	  when	  he	  argues	  for	  thinking	  about	  the	  rich	  argumentative	  and	  deliberative	  traditions	  of	  Northern	  India	  (including	  what	  is	  now	  Pakistan)	  -­‐	  rather	  than	  the	  colonial	  encounter	  with	  British	  institutions	  -­‐	  as	  paving	  the	  way	  for	  India’s	  introduction	  of	  electoral	  democracy	  (Sen,	  2006:	  3-­‐16).	  He	  assumes	  that	  the	  proper	  institutional	  form	  for	  continuing	  this	  tradition	  is	  liberal	  democratic,	  but	  this	  elides	  alternative,	  perhaps	  more	  inclusive,	  ways	  of	  institutionalising	  deliberation.	  	  	  Similarly,	  when	  Gilmore	  and	  Mosazai	  describe	  modes	  of	  local	  governance	  in	  Afghanistan,	  they	  are	  at	  pains	  to	  mention	  that	  “[v]illages	  elect	  their	  representatives	  to	  shuras	  [local	  councils]”,	  although	  electoral	  technologies	  were	  in	  fact	  introduced	  by	  donor	  organisations	  into	  these	  more	  traditional	  fora	  for	  civic	  engagement	  and	  debate	  (Gilmore	  and	  Mosazai,	  2007:	  147).	  Thus,	  although	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presented	  as	  a	  recognition	  and	  valorisation	  of	  local,	  traditional	  institutions,	  the	  shura	  has	  in	  fact	  been	  co-­‐opted	  by	  liberal,	  electoral	  techniques	  that	  provide	  it	  with	  a	  legitimacy	  to	  the	  international	  community.	  Thus,	  even	  when	  other	  models	  or	  forms	  of	  democracy	  are	  mentioned,	  they	  are	  generally	  not	  considered	  with	  any	  seriousness	  as	  alternatives	  to	  liberal	  democracy,	  but	  rather	  as	  precursors	  or	  additions	  to	  it:	  liberal	  democracy	  has	  effectively	  colonised	  the	  ordinary	  modes	  of	  thinking	  about	  democracy.	  	  	  Nor	  should	  this	  discussion	  be	  read	  as	  implying	  the	  chauvinism	  that	  Sen	  detects	  in	  the	  debate	  about	  so-­‐called	  “Asian	  values”	  and	  whether	  or	  not	  they	  are	  compatible	  with	  democracy	  (2001:	  231-­‐232).	  This	  is	  because	  the	  compatibility	  of	  certain	  cultures	  with	  democracy	  is	  not	  at	  issue:	  the	  discussion	  is	  rather	  about	  whether	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  the	  only	  kind	  of	  democracy.	  Viewing	  democracy	  as	  a	  contested	  concept	  which	  might	  take	  different	  institutional	  forms	  in	  different	  places	  emerging	  from	  different,	  though	  evolving,	  cultural	  and	  intellectual	  traditions	  is	  clearly	  entirely	  different	  from	  the	  simplistic	  and	  essentialist	  view	  that	  proposes	  that	  some	  cultures	  are	  simply	  authoritarian	  or	  anti-­‐democratic	  in	  nature.	  	  The	  preceding	  discussion	  is	  much	  indebted	  to	  Milja	  Kurki’s	  discussion	  of	  the	  hold	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  on	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature	  -­‐	  which	  I	  have	  corroborated	  with	  my	  own	  reading	  of	  policy	  documents	  -­‐	  and	  to	  her	  suggestion	  that	  democracy	  should	  instead	  be	  promoted	  as	  a	  contested	  concept	  (Kurki,	  2010).	  However,	  my	  account	  differs	  from	  hers	  in	  its	  emphasis	  on	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  circulate	  within	  Democracy	  Promotion	  techniques.	  	  	  It	  is	  not,	  then,	  merely	  an	  oversight	  that	  democracy	  is	  not	  promoted	  as	  a	  contested	  concept:	  on	  the	  contrary,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  there	  is	  a	  widespread	  and	  seemingly	  sincere	  desire	  at	  all	  levels	  to	  avoid	  simply	  promoting	  familiar	  institutions	  without	  regard	  to	  local	  context	  and	  history.	  When	  Kurki	  puts	  forward	  concrete	  proposals	  about	  what	  might	  be	  done	  to	  promote	  democracy	  differently,	  she	  suggests	  that	  this	  might	  be	  “a	  lot	  to	  ask”,	  but	  does	  not	  really	  say	  why	  this	  is,	  thus	  failing	  to	  uncover	  the	  sedimented	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  are	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involved	  in	  upholding	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  democracy	  (ibid:	  381).	  The	  clue,	  however,	  might	  be	  in	  her	  analysis	  that	  a	  more	  plural	  and	  contextual	  approach	  to	  Democracy	  Promotion	  would	  -­‐	  by	  opening	  up	  debate	  on	  the	  criteria	  by	  which	  regimes	  can	  be	  judged	  as	  “democratic”	  -­‐	  disrupt	  the	  “student-­‐teacher	  relationship	  between	  the	  West	  and	  the	  rest”	  (ibid:	  380).	  In	  other	  words,	  promoting	  democracy	  as	  a	  contested	  concept	  would	  imply	  that	  we	  cannot	  think	  of	  Western	  countries	  like	  the	  UK	  as	  perfect	  and	  uncontested	  models	  of	  how	  democracy	  should	  be	  done.	  	  	  In	  light	  of	  the	  post-­‐colonial,	  cultural	  and	  historical	  diversity	  of	  the	  population	  of	  the	  UK,	  this	  raises	  the	  question	  of	  how	  relations	  of	  power	  constitute	  the	  status	  quo	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  within	  conventionally	  understood	  national	  borders.	  To	  investigate	  this	  more	  thoroughly,	  we	  need	  to	  consider	  Democracy	  Promotion	  as	  it	  relates	  to	  processes	  a	  little	  closer	  to	  home.	  	  
Democracy	  Promotion	  and	  democracy	  promotion	  	  
The	  Observer	  nicely	  depicts	  the	  way	  that	  desire	  	  -­‐	  experienced	  as	  “massive	  popular	  demand	  for	  democracy”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  20)	  -­‐	  is	  incited	  by	  the	  drama	  and	  spectacle	  of	  people	  queuing	  to	  vote	  in	  the	  rain,	  hoping	  for	  dramatic	  change	  and	  televised	  by	  journalists	  who	  -­‐	  along	  with	  election	  observers	  -­‐	  are	  “stuck	  on	  this	  seemingly	  never-­‐ending	  democracy-­‐sort-­‐of	  concert	  tour”	  (Charman,	  2009:	  39).	  Fiona	  Russell,	  the	  election	  observer	  of	  the	  play,	  puts	  it	  like	  this:	  “there’s	  nothing	  like	  the	  excitement	  of	  an	  election	  night.	  A	  first	  election”	  (ibid:	  14).	  As	  she	  explains,	  this	  compares	  favourably	  with	  a	  country	  in	  which	  these	  liberal	  democratic	  practices	  have	  become	  routine.	  Liberal	  democracy	  -­‐	  along	  with	  the	  particular	  rights	  and	  freedoms	  that	  go	  with	  it	  -­‐	  is	  revalorised	  and	  relegitimated	  on	  television	  screens	  in	  Leeds	  (ibid:	  62)	  as	  well	  as	  in	  polling	  stations	  observed	  by	  Western	  missions.	  As	  such,	  Democracy	  Promotion	  can	  be	  seen	  to	  reinforce	  the	  notion	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  organising	  human	  affairs.	  	  	  If	  we	  take	  Democracy	  Promotion	  to	  be	  just	  one	  aspect	  of	  what	  David	  Campbell	  (1990,	  1998)	  analyses	  as	  Foreign	  Policy,	  then	  this	  intimate	  link	  between	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Democracy	  Promotion	  overseas	  and	  the	  maintenance	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  at	  home	  (conventionally	  understood)	  is	  easier	  to	  understand.	  Foreign	  Policy	  can	  only	  take	  place	  as	  a	  function	  of	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  practices	  he	  calls	  “foreign	  policy”,	  which	  constitute	  and	  enable	  us	  to	  discern	  what	  counts	  as	  “foreign”	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  Any	  kind	  of	  identity	  can	  only	  be	  established	  by	  reference	  to	  what	  it	  is	  not.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  only	  by	  a	  process	  of	  sorting	  out	  that	  which	  is	  “foreign”,	  or	  “other”,	  that	  identities,	  such	  as	  national	  identities,	  can	  be	  derived	  and	  maintained,	  and	  loyalty	  to	  them	  demanded.	  	  	  The	  core	  insight	  here	  about	  the	  nature	  of	  Foreign	  Policy/foreign	  policy	  as	  an	  othering	  process	  is	  theoretical:	  the	  possibility	  of	  discerning	  what	  is,	  or	  is	  not,	  foreign	  is	  a	  condition	  of	  possibility	  for	  the	  very	  practice	  of	  Foreign	  Policy.	  	  Nevertheless,	  there	  is	  nothing	  given	  or	  inevitable	  about	  the	  form	  the	  modes	  of	  exclusion	  will	  take,	  nor	  the	  precise	  role	  of	  the	  state,	  in	  all	  its	  diffusion,	  in	  participating	  in,	  producing,	  and	  reproducing	  them:	  these	  things	  are	  a	  matter	  for	  empirical	  enquiry.	  	  	  Campbell’s	  book-­‐length	  study	  of	  how	  modes	  of	  exclusion	  constitute	  US	  foreign	  policy	  -­‐	  alongside,	  notably,	  R.B.J.	  Walker’s	  study	  (1992)	  of	  how	  the	  discipline	  of	  International	  Relations	  similarly	  maintains	  the	  practices	  upholding	  traditional	  state	  sovereignty	  -­‐	  has	  been	  very	  important.	  Since	  it	  came	  out	  two	  decades	  ago,	  there	  has	  been	  a	  great	  deal	  of	  interest	  in	  how	  the	  borders	  between	  domestic	  and	  foreign	  are	  produced	  and	  policed,	  which	  has	  created	  the	  agenda	  for	  a	  field	  of	  work	  called	  Critical	  Border	  Studies	  (Parker	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2009).	  Work	  in	  this	  field	  has	  stressed	  the	  non-­‐territorial	  dimension	  of	  borders:	  in	  other	  words,	  the	  border	  between	  the	  UK	  and	  Pakistan	  is	  not	  located	  only	  in	  the	  immigration	  queues	  of	  Heathrow,	  but	  in	  multiple	  technologies	  and	  forms	  of	  surveillance	  that	  track,	  police	  and	  assess	  the	  risk	  associated	  with	  the	  movements	  of	  bodies,	  establishing	  what,	  or	  who,	  is	  legitimate	  or	  illegitimate,	  foreign	  or	  domestic	  (for	  example	  Amoore,	  2007;	  Bigo,	  2000;	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2008;	  Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012).	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Work	  in	  this	  area	  has	  provided	  a	  much	  more	  nuanced	  account	  of	  what	  a	  border	  is	  and	  the	  different	  sites	  in	  which	  it	  is	  performed.	  However,	  as	  R.B.J.	  Walker	  (2011:	  6)	  has	  pointed	  out,	  the	  biopolitical	  focus	  of	  much	  of	  this	  work	  –	  extremely	  valuable	  though	  it	  is	  –	  has	  not	  yet	  yielded	  much	  critical	  attention	  towards	  how	  the	  border	  between	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign	  is	  produced	  and	  reproduced	  in	  ordinary	  techniques	  of	  governing	  “domestic”	  populations,	  in	  non-­‐state-­‐based	  locations	  and	  in	  the	  practices	  of	  everyday	  life	  and,	  also,	  towards	  the	  ways	  that	  the	  border	  between	  foreign	  and	  domestic	  intersects	  with	  and	  makes	  possible	  other	  boundaries,	  such	  as	  those	  that	  precariously	  delimit	  gender	  and	  “race”.	  For	  this	  reason,	  it	  is	  useful	  to	  return	  to	  Campbell’s	  Writing	  Security,	  which	  offers	  a	  highly	  pertinent	  example	  of	  how	  the	  border	  is	  produced	  at	  multiple	  sites	  and	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  multiple	  exclusions.	  	  I	  will	  talk	  more	  about	  how	  we	  might	  think	  about	  “the	  state”	  and	  the	  role	  it	  plays	  in	  the	  next	  chapter.	  For	  now,	  however,	  I	  will	  concentrate	  on	  modes	  of	  exclusion.	  Campbell	  shows	  how	  the	  othering	  process	  is	  achieved	  in	  US	  Foreign	  Policy	  through	  the	  deployment	  of	  “discourses	  of	  danger”:	  the	  “alien”	  or	  “subversive”	  is	  equated	  with	  the	  “un-­‐American”,	  which	  in	  turn	  defines	  what	  it	  means	  to	  be	  “American”	  (1998).	  For	  my	  purposes,	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  UK	  in	  recent	  history,	  there	  is	  likewise	  a	  clear	  “othering”	  process	  that	  takes	  place	  through	  the	  identification	  of	  a	  danger:	  in	  this	  case,	  the	  alien	  and	  the	  dangerous	  element	  is	  frequently	  the	  figure	  of	  the	  Muslim	  (often	  implicitly	  Pakistani)	  terrorist:	  the	  barbarian.	  It	  is	  also	  crucial	  to	  my	  argument	  to	  note	  that	  this	  enemy	  is	  often	  mobilised	  through	  the	  often-­‐repeated	  contention	  that	  “democracy”	  and	  “democratic	  values”	  are	  what	  is	  under	  attack	  	  -­‐	  in	  danger	  -­‐	  and	  what	  is	  to	  be	  defended	  in	  the	  “war	  on	  terror”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  1,	  63	  -­‐1,	  	  73).	  Thus	  the	  enemy	  of	  “Britishness”	  is	  identical	  to	  the	  enemy	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  which	  constitutes	  democracy	  itself	  as	  the	  intrinsic	  element	  of	  Britishness	  that	  must	  be	  defended	  and	  to	  which	  loyalty	  is	  required	  in	  order	  to	  demonstrate	  and	  qualify	  for	  belonging.	  Finally,	  the	  precise	  mode	  by	  which	  this	  othering	  takes	  place	  is	  a	  temporal	  one,	  which	  legitimates	  democracy	  as	  an	  intrinsic	  part	  of	  Britishness	  because	  threats	  against	  democracy,	  internal	  and	  external,	  have	  been	  struggled	  against	  through	  history,	  constituting	  the	  British	  people	  in	  opposition	  to	  them.	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  More	  on	  history	  in	  Chapter	  3.	  First,	  though,	  let	  us	  see	  how	  the	  othering	  discourse	  relates	  to	  democracy	  promotion.	  Tony	  Blair,	  for	  example,	  regularly	  speaks	  of	  “terrorism”	  as	  the	  opposite	  of	  “democracy”,	  describing	  the	  wars	  in	  Iraq	  and	  Afghanistan	  as	  “a	  struggle	  between	  democracy	  and	  violence”	  and	  talking	  about	  “each	  revolting	  terrorist	  barbarity,	  each	  reverse	  for	  the	  forces	  of	  democracy”.	  He	  furthermore	  reminds	  us	  that	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan,	  one	  of	  the	  London	  bombers,	  was	  “free	  to	  speak	  out,	  free	  to	  vote”	  and	  dismisses	  the	  latter’s	  professed	  anger	  at	  UK	  foreign	  policy	  by	  suggesting:	  “let	  Iraqi	  or	  Afghan	  Muslims	  decide	  whether	  to	  be	  angry	  or	  not	  by	  ballot”	  (2006).	  	  	  Tony	  Blair,	  as	  we	  saw	  above	  (pp.	  14-­‐5),	  exteriorises	  the	  problem	  of	  home-­‐grown	  terrorism	  and	  legitimates	  ongoing	  intervention	  in	  Pakistan	  by	  suggesting	  that	  the	  bombings	  have	  made	  it	  clear	  that,	  “What	  happens	  today	  in	  Pakistan	  matters	  on	  the	  streets	  of	  Britain”	  (2007b).	  This	  feeds	  into	  the	  Government’s	  cross-­‐departmental	  “Prevent”	  agenda,	  which	  casts	  one	  of	  the	  causes	  of	  “radicalisation”	  as	  “poor	  governance”	  (FCO,	  2006:	  29)	  overseas,	  to	  be	  tackled	  in	  part,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  by	  Democracy	  Promotion	  by	  DFID	  through	  its	  agenda	  on	  “good	  governance”	  (DFID,	  2006e,	  see	  particularly	  pp.	  38	  -­‐	  40;	  DFID,	  2007b),	  and	  the	  FCO’s	  mandate	  -­‐	  notably	  particularly	  for	  the	  “Muslim	  world”	  -­‐	  to	  “[e]ncourage	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy	  and	  good	  political	  governance”	  (FCO,	  2006:	  56).	  	  It	  should	  be	  emphasised,	  then,	  that	  democracy	  can	  here	  be	  understood	  to	  be	  promoted	  according	  to	  our	  two	  understandings	  of	  Foreign	  Policy/foreign	  policy.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  a	  construction	  of	  “democracy”	  as	  the	  opposite	  of	  “barbarism”,	  legitimates	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  overseas	  in	  the,	  by	  now	  familiar,	  terms	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  British	  identity	  as	  the	  opposite	  of	  a	  threat	  to	  democracy,	  enables	  the	  articulation	  of	  a	  narrative	  with	  a	  strong	  positive	  content	  about	  what	  it	  means	  to	  be	  British,	  characterised	  as	  being	  “free	  to	  speak	  out,	  free	  to	  vote”.	  The	  freely	  choosing	  subjects	  implied	  by	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  paradigm	  have	  the	  option	  to	  participate	  fully	  in	  the	  democratic	  practices	  of	  Britishness.	  This	  is	  an	  othering	  that	  is	  temporal,	  rather	  than	  spatial,	  and	  associated	  with	  the	  familiar	  teleologies	  of	  development,	  in	  which	  danger	  can	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be	  averted	  by	  engaging	  in	  the	  practices	  associated	  with	  developing,	  democratising,	  civilising,	  modernising,	  progressing	  and	  coming	  up-­‐to-­‐date.	  	  	  Importantly,	  this	  is	  a	  practice-­‐based	  account	  of	  identity	  formation.	  Identity	  is	  constituted	  not	  only	  in	  terms	  of	  what	  it	  is,	  as	  a	  function	  of	  what	  it	  is	  not,	  but	  also	  in	  terms	  of	  what	  we	  do,	  established	  as	  a	  function	  of	  what	  foreigners	  do	  not	  do	  or	  reject.	  	  	  On	  an	  empirical	  basis,	  then,	  I	  argue	  throughout	  this	  thesis	  that	  foreign	  policy	  in	  the	  contemporary	  UK	  is	  in	  practice	  concerned	  with	  upholding	  liberal	  democratic	  values	  through	  a	  process	  of	  othering	  that	  equates	  participation	  in	  liberal	  democracy	  with	  the	  self,	  or	  the	  acceptable	  practice	  of	  loyalty	  to	  a	  British	  identity,	  and	  lack	  of	  democracy	  with	  the	  external,	  the	  uncivilised	  and	  the	  foreign.	  In	  consequence,	  it	  should	  now	  be	  clear	  that	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  refer	  to	  Democracy	  Promotion	  as	  a	  sub-­‐category	  of	  Foreign	  Policy,	  that	  is,	  as	  the	  state-­‐based	  and	  externally	  focused	  process	  of	  reproducing	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  identity	  and	  containing	  challenges	  to	  it.	  As	  this	  discussion	  should	  now	  have	  made	  clear,	  however,	  we	  also	  need	  to	  be	  mindful	  of	  the	  modes	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  that	  are	  not	  directly	  state-­‐based,	  and	  that	  may	  take	  place	  within	  conventional	  borders:	  the	  everyday	  practices	  of	  shoring	  up	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  a	  way	  of	  life	  and	  a	  mode	  of	  identification.	  	  
Democracy	  Promotion	  and	  British	  Identity	  	  In	  light	  of	  the	  preceding	  discussion	  of	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature,	  the	  next	  question	  must	  be	  how	  democracy	  promotion	  can	  also	  be	  discerned	  within	  it.	  On	  this,	  it	  is	  interesting	  to	  note	  that,	  even	  speaking	  from	  within	  the	  mainstream	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature,	  Laurence	  Whitehead	  was	  able	  quite	  clearly	  to	  acknowledge	  this	  constitutive	  identity-­‐based	  logic	  of	  Foreign	  Policy	  before	  1989:	  	  	   The	  simplest	  and	  most	  fundamental	  motive	  for	  the	  promotion	  of	  democracy	  is	  to	  extend	  to	  foreigners	  the	  benefit	  of	  a	  system	  that	  is	  valued	  at	  home.	  Citizens	  of	  established	  liberal	  democracies	  readily	  believe	  in	  the	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superiority	  	  -­‐	  both	  moral	  and	  practical	  -­‐	  of	  their	  own	  form	  of	  government,	  and	  most	  would	  find	  it	  hard	  to	  doubt	  that	  the	  world	  would	  be	  a	  safer	  and	  happier	  place	  if	  it	  were	  generalised	  (Whitehead,	  1986:	  10).	  	  	  Whilst	  acknowledging	  that	  citizens	  of	  Soviet	  Union	  or	  Iran	  might,	  at	  the	  time,	  feel	  much	  the	  same	  about	  their	  own	  systems,	  he	  suggests	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  “should	  be	  interpreted	  first	  and	  foremost	  as	  affirmation	  […]	  of	  internal	  legitimacy”	  (ibid:	  10).	  	  	  This	  same	  author,	  however,	  by	  2002	  -­‐	  although	  he	  still	  notes	  the	  contingent	  and	  historical	  nature	  of	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  model	  -­‐	  no	  longer	  highlights	  this	  legitimating	  function,	  but	  rather	  discerns	  a	  “consensus”	  on	  the	  model	  (Whitehead,	  2002:	  15).	  Given	  our	  discussion	  of	  all	  that	  this	  consensus	  leaves	  out,	  it	  seems	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  has	  been	  rather	  successful	  in	  intervening	  years	  in	  producing	  this	  very	  consensus:	  the	  legitimating	  function	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  very	  rarely,	  any	  more,	  even	  noticed	  or	  put	  into	  question.	  	  Nevertheless,	  a	  clear	  hierarchy	  remains.	  What	  in	  Whitehead’s	  1986	  account	  had	  been	  “established	  liberal	  democracies”	  are	  now	  characterised	  simply	  as	  “established	  democracies”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  4),	  a	  formulation	  which	  strongly	  implies	  that	  these	  countries	  are	  perfect	  models	  of	  democracy,	  that	  they	  have	  little	  to	  learn,	  and	  therefore	  that	  a	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  quintessentially	  democratic.	  	  	  Likewise,	  Swain	  et	  al	  suggest	  that	  “the	  definition	  of	  democracy	  is	  often	  contested	  in	  transitory	  countries”,	  which	  implies	  that	  such	  questions	  in	  Western	  countries	  are	  now	  settled	  and	  closed.	  Meanwhile,	  target	  countries	  are	  characterised	  as	  “recipients”	  (ibid),	  implying	  that	  they	  are	  mainly	  of	  interest	  as	  ahistorical	  vessels	  waiting	  to	  be	  filled	  with	  an	  agreed-­‐upon	  form	  of	  democracy.	  	  	  Maureen	  O’Neil,	  the	  current	  Chair	  of	  the	  United	  Nations	  Research	  Institute	  for	  Social	  Development,	  suggests	  that	  there	  has	  been	  an	  “internationalization	  of	  the	  concepts	  underpinning	  developed	  countries’	  national	  experiences	  of	  redistribution,	  economic	  development	  and	  law-­‐making”	  (O'Neil,	  2007).	  This	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generalises	  the	  particular	  “national	  experiences”	  of	  developed	  countries	  in	  a	  way	  mirrored	  by	  DFID	  who	  suggest	  that,	  “[t]he	  democratic	  institutions	  we	  have	  in	  the	  UK	  took	  centuries	  to	  evolve”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  20).	  By	  positing	  the	  institutions	  of	  the	  West	  as	  an	  endpoint,	  they	  are	  established	  as	  the	  only,	  natural	  and	  inevitable	  consequence	  of	  a	  process	  of	  democratisation:	  whilst	  noting	  the	  temporality	  implicit	  in	  this,	  the	  point	  for	  now	  is	  that	  this	  appears	  to	  put	  them	  beyond	  question.	  	  As	  such,	  when	  Carothers	  suggests	  that	  “for	  elections	  to	  gain	  international	  credibility,	  certain	  procedures	  must	  be	  followed”,	  the	  logic	  of	  this	  is	  to	  legitimate,	  and	  make	  credible,	  the	  procedures	  followed	  in	  Leeds	  as	  much	  as	  in	  Islamabad	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  86).	  	  	  Some	  writers	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion	  are	  also	  explicitly	  concerned	  with	  practices	  at	  home.	  Larry	  Diamond,	  for	  instance,	  devotes	  a	  whole	  chapter	  in	  his	  book	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion	  to	  the	  health	  of	  democracy	  at	  “home”,	  entitled	  “Physician,	  Heal	  Thyself”	  (Diamond,	  2008).	  He	  argues	  that	  the	  plausibility	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  wholly	  dependent	  on	  democracy	  promotion	  not	  only	  to	  maintain	  the	  developed	  countries	  as	  a	  model,	  but	  also	  to	  keep	  alive	  a	  genuine	  commitment	  to	  the	  values	  that	  are	  to	  be	  promoted.	  Carothers	  meanwhile	  cautions	  against	  too	  much	  quarrelling	  amongst	  advocates	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  lest	  they	  weaken	  public	  support	  for	  the	  activity	  in	  general	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  21).	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  Sue	  Unsworth	  suggests	  that	  “educating	  their	  own	  taxpayers”	  is	  a	  crucial	  activity	  for	  Western	  countries,	  in	  order	  to	  build	  informed	  support	  for	  the	  difficult	  and	  long-­‐term	  activities	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  (2007).	  As	  April	  Biccum	  has	  pointed	  out,	  this	  is	  just	  what	  DFID	  have	  tried	  to	  do	  in	  the	  UK	  citizenship	  programme	  in	  education,	  with	  their	  Developments	  magazine	  and	  through	  their	  engagement	  with	  UK-­‐based	  international	  NGOs,	  thus	  intervening	  in	  the	  promotion	  of	  a	  particular	  type	  of	  British	  citizen.	  As	  she	  demonstrates,	  the	  thrust	  of	  what	  she	  calls	  “this	  whole	  fiasco”	  is	  to	  promote	  quiescence	  in	  a	  liberal	  order	  of	  global	  governance,	  which	  has	  tended	  to	  co-­‐opt	  even	  the	  most	  seemingly	  radical	  of	  social	  movements,	  as	  the	  organised	  spectacle	  surrounding	  the	  G8	  summit	  in	  Gleneagles	  in	  2005	  “amounted	  to	  a	  stage-­‐managed	  legitimizing	  of	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democratic	  representation,	  lobbying	  and	  debate”	  (ibid:	  1122,1120;	  2005).	  If	  consent	  for	  the	  good	  governance	  agenda	  in	  development	  agreed	  at	  Gleneagles	  was	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  element	  of	  the	  event	  (DFID,	  2006e:	  12),	  democracy	  promotion	  occurs	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  individual	  British	  citizen	  and	  her	  commitment	  to	  the	  rituals	  of	  democracy	  and	  citizenship.	  	  	  At	  the	  G8	  protests	  in	  2005	  -­‐	  just	  after	  the	  London	  bombings	  -­‐	  the	  blackmailing	  threat	  of	  the	  alternative,	  the	  discourse	  of	  civilisation	  and	  the	  barbarian,	  could	  not	  be	  more	  evident:	  Tony	  Blair	  condemns	  “[the]	  savagery	  [of	  the	  terrorists]	  designed	  to	  cover	  all	  conventional	  politics	  in	  darkness,	  to	  overwhelm	  the	  dignity	  of	  democracy	  and	  proper	  process”	  (BBC,	  2005a).	  Once	  again,	  at	  home	  as	  overseas,	  democracy	  is	  promoted	  through	  glorification	  and	  othering,	  at	  the	  same	  time	  that	  it	  is	  reduced	  to	  a	  “process”,	  a	  set	  of	  procedures	  that	  can	  be	  seen	  to	  participate	  in,	  and	  reproduce,	  existing	  power	  relations.	  	  Smillie,	  however,	  does	  acknowledge	  that	  “[d]emocracy	  has	  to	  be	  earned	  and	  learned”	  not	  only	  by	  target	  countries,	  but	  also	  by	  those	  who	  would	  “help”	  them.	  Despite	  this	  nod	  to	  the	  possibility	  that	  Western	  countries	  might	  not	  have	  all	  the	  answers,	  the	  hierarchy	  remains	  entirely	  unchallenged	  by	  this	  formulation.	  The	  following	  indicates	  rather	  precisely	  what	  is	  at	  stake:	  	  	   for	  democratic	  governments	  who	  want	  to	  encourage	  some	  of	  their	  values	  elsewhere,	  doing	  [Democracy	  Promotion]	  is	  a	  test	  of	  their	  own	  understanding	  of,	  and	  commitment	  to,	  principles	  of	  democratic	  good	  governance	  (Smillie,	  2007:	  71).	  	  	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is,	  then,	  understood	  not	  only	  to	  legitimate,	  but	  also	  to	  demonstrate	  and	  to	  strengthen,	  Western	  countries’	  actual	  practice	  of	  the	  virtues	  they	  preach	  (see	  Burnell,	  2000:	  18):	  this,	  then,	  explicitly	  rules	  out	  the	  possibility	  that	  Western	  countries	  could	  learn	  from	  the	  local	  practices	  of	  target	  countries	  or	  disturb	  their	  own	  conceptions	  of	  the	  meaning	  of	  democracy,	  because	  it	  is	  adherence	  to	  already-­‐settled	  Western	  “values”	  and	  “principles”	  that	  stands	  to	  be	  demonstrated.	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Once	  again,	  it	  is	  Peter	  Burnell	  who	  demonstrates	  the	  most	  subtlety	  in	  discerning	  the	  power	  relationship	  here:	  viewed	  from	  the	  “alternative	  standpoints”	  of	  those	  who	  would	  theorise	  about	  democracy	  rather	  than	  join	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  consensus,	  “fundamental	  reforms	  applied	  not	  least	  to	  the	  western	  liberal	  democracies	  themselves	  would	  follow	  as	  a	  principal	  recommendation”	  (ibid:	  23).	  Disrupting	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  then,	  by	  introducing	  alternative	  conceptualisations	  of	  democracy,	  would	  destabilise	  democracy	  promotion	  and	  the	  very	  edifice	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  identity	  that	  forms	  a	  crucial	  part	  of	  British	  national	  identity.	  	  	  	  
Working	  at	  the	  frontiers	  	  In	  this	  chapter	  I	  have	  argued	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  a	  set	  of	  practices	  and	  procedures	  which,	  far	  from	  being	  neutral	  and	  free	  from	  the	  effects	  of	  power,	  as	  is	  claimed,	  is	  in	  fact	  deeply	  implicated	  in	  the	  productive	  power	  relations	  which	  enable	  the	  constitution	  of	  a	  particular	  kind	  of	  subjectivity	  and	  identity.	  The	  externally	  focused	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  conventionally	  understood,	  turn	  out	  to	  be	  produced	  by	  a	  narrow	  conception	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  which	  elide	  other	  possible	  ways	  of	  understanding	  what	  democracy	  is	  or	  might	  be.	  	  	  I	  have	  also	  shown	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  intimately	  linked	  to	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  which	  at	  various	  sites	  in	  society	  discursively	  constitute	  a	  British	  identity	  by	  reference	  to	  what	  is	  seen	  to	  be	  threatening	  it:	  Pakistan	  is	  an	  important	  “other”	  in	  this	  process,	  by	  standing	  in	  as	  a	  site	  of	  identification	  for	  those	  “others”,	  such	  as	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan,	  who	  are	  understood	  to	  have	  rejected	  and	  to	  be	  violently	  opposed	  to	  democracy.	  As	  such,	  UK	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  mobilised	  in	  the	  service	  of	  eliminating	  and	  containing	  threats	  to	  the	  liberal	  democratic,	  British	  identity	  that	  is	  promoted	  at	  home,	  not	  least	  through	  the	  spectacle	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  itself.	  	  In	  this	  way,	  dangers	  to	  democracy	  can	  be	  exteriorised:	  this	  process	  of	  exteriorisation	  is	  both	  the	  discursive	  means	  of	  promoting	  democracy	  at	  home,	  by	  offering	  democracy	  as	  a	  redemptive,	  temporal	  narrative	  and	  a	  set	  of	  rituals	  by	  which	  Britishness	  can	  be	  affirmed	  and	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demonstrated,	  and	  the	  legitimation	  for	  ongoing	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  Pakistan.	  	  	  Identity,	  then,	  is	  not	  something	  we	  can	  take	  for	  granted:	  rather	  we	  see	  a	  constant,	  vigilant,	  detailed	  practice	  of	  building	  the	  distinction	  between	  who	  may	  belong	  and	  who	  may	  be	  excluded	  from	  a	  community,	  enabling	  us	  to	  understand,	  therefore,	  what	  is	  expected	  of	  us	  in	  practical	  terms.	  The	  same,	  it	  seems,	  can	  be	  applied	  to	  democracy,	  which	  cannot	  be	  taken	  as	  a	  given,	  a	  simple	  good,	  a	  universal	  value,	  but	  rather	  as	  an	  edifice	  that	  is	  constantly	  under	  construction	  and	  never	  innocent	  of	  power.	  However,	  as	  Foucault	  puts	  it:	  	  	   We	  are	  not	  talking	  about	  a	  gesture	  of	  rejection.	  We	  have	  to	  move	  beyond	  the	  inside-­‐outside	  alternative;	  we	  have	  to	  be	  at	  the	  frontiers.	  Criticism	  indeed	  consists	  of	  analyzing	  and	  reflecting	  on	  limits	  (Foucault,	  1991e:	  45).	  	  	  I	  have	  suggested	  here	  that	  in	  the	  contemporary	  UK,	  the	  frontiers	  of	  national	  identity	  and	  the	  limits	  of	  what	  counts	  as	  democracy	  are	  intimately	  linked	  and	  mutually	  constituted,	  and	  it	  is	  at	  this	  intersection	  that	  we	  therefore	  need	  to	  focus	  our	  reflections.	  That	  being	  the	  case,	  if	  we	  believe	  that	  democratic	  subjectivity	  might	  be	  differently	  constituted,	  we	  will	  need	  to	  take	  on	  the	  blackmail	  and	  the	  power	  that	  inheres	  within	  it:	  rather	  than	  being	  for	  or	  against	  democracy,	  we	  will	  need	  to	  think	  about	  how	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is,	  where	  and	  how	  precisely	  its	  limits	  are	  currently	  drawn	  and	  why,	  for	  whom	  and	  for	  what	  purposes	  it	  is	  useful.	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Chapter	  2:	  Representing	  Democracy,	  Democratic	  Representation	  	  
It	  is	  a	  question	  of	  what	  	  governs	  statements,	  and	  the	  way	  in	  which	  they	  
govern	  each	  other	  […]	  In	  short,	  there	  is	  a	  problem	  of	  the	  regime	  […]	  (Michel	  Foucault)	  	  
Historically	  the	  process	  by	  which	  the	  bourgeoisie	  became,	  in	  the	  course	  of	  
eighteenth	  century,	  the	  politically	  dominant	  class	  was	  masked	  by	  the	  
establishment	  of	  an	  explicit,	  coded,	  and	  formally	  egalitarian	  juridical	  
framework	  ,	  made	  possible	  by	  the	  organization	  of	  a	  parliamentary,	  
representative	  regime.	  (Michel	  Foucault)	  	  
Two	  senses	  of	  representation	  are	  being	  run	  together:	  representation	  as	  
“speaking	  for”,	  as	  in	  politics,	  and	  representation	  as	  “re-­presentation”,	  as	  in	  
art	  or	  philosophy.	  These	  two	  senses	  of	  representation	  -­	  within	  state	  
formation	  and	  the	  law,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  and	  in	  subject	  predication,	  on	  the	  
other	  -­	  are	  related	  but	  irreducibly	  discontinuous.	  (Gayatri	  Chakravorty	  Spivak)	  	  This	  chapter	  takes	  up	  the	  insight	  that	  British	  Democracy	  Promotion	  practices	  are	  wholly	  engaged	  in	  promoting	  a	  specific	  form	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  seeks	  to	  answer	  an	  important	  question	  that	  emerges	  from	  it.	  How	  is	  it	  that	  the	  freely	  choosing	  subjects	  required	  by	  democratic	  societies	  embrace	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions,	  even	  at	  the	  price	  of	  ruling	  out	  the	  possibility	  of	  either	  more	  traditional	  or	  more	  innovative	  institutions?	  The	  answer	  to	  this	  question,	  I	  argue,	  boils	  down	  to	  two	  further	  questions,	  which	  are	  fundamentally	  epistemological	  and	  linked	  to	  practices	  of	  representation	  in	  both	  senses.	  First,	  how	  do	  people	  
know	  what	  democracy	  is?	  Second,	  how	  is	  democracy	  used	  to	  know	  the	  subjects	  who	  demand	  it	  and	  how	  is	  it	  used	  to	  know	  how	  to	  fulfil	  their	  demands?	  Using	  Laclau’s	  accounts	  of	  populist	  movements	  alongside	  Foucault’s	  work	  on	  power/knowledge	  and	  governmentality,	  I	  show	  that	  freely-­‐choosing	  subjects	  are	  both	  produced	  and	  also	  made	  tractable	  to	  be	  governed	  and	  managed	  through	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions.	  	  	  The	  importance	  of	  this	  argument	  for	  the	  rest	  of	  my	  thesis	  is	  as	  follows.	  I	  suggest	  that	  the	  teleological	  narrative	  about	  civilisation	  we	  saw	  in	  the	  introduction	  assumes	  that	  threats	  to	  a	  domestic,	  liberal	  democratic	  identity	  do	  not	  necessarily	  have	  to	  be	  fought	  or	  eliminated.	  Those	  people	  who	  are	  thought	  to	  be	  stuck	  in	  the	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primitive	  past	  might,	  instead,	  be	  brought	  up-­‐to-­‐date.	  	  This	  raises	  certain	  issues:	  how	  can	  the	  desire	  to	  be	  brought	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  be	  incited	  in	  others?	  How	  will	  we	  know	  who	  can	  be	  brought	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  and	  who	  needs	  to	  be	  contained	  or	  eliminated?	  How	  will	  we	  know	  what	  is	  required	  -­‐	  what	  precise	  programmes,	  policies	  and	  actions	  are	  needed	  –	  to	  help	  modernise	  and	  develop	  the	  uncivilised	  other?	  How	  can	  we	  know	  and	  manage	  an	  uncertain	  world	  of	  savages	  and	  barbarians?	  What	  sorts	  of	  skills	  will	  freely-­‐choosing,	  civilised	  subjects	  need	  to	  have?	  How	  will	  they	  reflect	  on	  what	  they	  need	  and	  then	  make	  their	  interests	  visible,	  quantifiable,	  legible?	  This	  chapter	  will	  provide	  us	  with	  some	  theoretical	  and	  epistemological	  tools	  that	  will	  enable	  us,	  in	  later	  chapters,	  to	  understand	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  these	  questions	  have	  been	  answered	  over	  time.	  	  	  It	  will	  also	  reinforce	  the	  point,	  first	  encountered	  in	  Chapter	  1	  above,	  that	  democracy	  relies	  on	  the	  “repressive	  hypothesis”:	  that	  it	  is	  assumed	  to	  distribute	  power	  neutrally,	  and	  that	  a	  free	  society	  is	  one	  where	  subjects	  are	  free	  to	  vote	  and	  free	  to	  speak,	  without	  coercion	  or	  censorship.	  Nevertheless,	  we	  will	  see	  that	  all	  the	  democratic	  activities	  of	  representation	  including	  voting,	  freely	  associating,	  reading	  the	  newspaper,	  deliberating,	  or	  protesting	  in	  a	  pro-­‐democracy	  movement	  are	  also	  produced	  by	  power.	  Having	  established	  this,	  it	  will	  be	  more	  straightforward,	  as	  the	  argument	  progresses,	  to	  render	  these	  flows	  of	  power	  visible,	  and	  thereby	  explain	  their	  effects.	  	   *	  	  The	  cartoon	  in	  Figure	  1	  appeared	  in	  the	  respected	  and	  serious	  daily	  newspaper,	  
The	  Financial	  Times,	  on	  the	  eve	  of	  Pakistan’s	  general	  elections	  in	  February	  2008	  –	  elections	  that	  were	  to	  inaugurate	  democratic	  rule	  for	  the	  first	  time	  since	  the	  
Figure 1: Why politics will not fix Pakistan (The Financial 
Times, 19 February 2008: 6) 
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military	  coup	  led	  by	  General	  Musharraf	  in	  1999.	  It	  sums	  up	  rather	  elegantly	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  Pakistan	  is	  quite	  often	  represented	  in	  the	  British	  media.	  The	  unseemly,	  highly	  masculine	  and	  incipiently	  violent	  struggle	  this	  cartoon	  suggests	  is	  a	  far	  cry	  from	  the	  benevolent	  picture	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  universal	  value	  that	  we	  encountered	  in	  Chapter	  1.	  Pakistan	  is	  a	  problem.	  	  	  Whilst	  the	  regularly	  anti-­‐democratic	  military,	  with	  their	  haphazardly	  aimed	  nuclear	  weapons,	  is	  clearly	  pinpointed	  as	  significantly	  to	  blame,	  it	  is	  their	  disunited	  opposition,	  the	  squabbling	  politicians	  and	  disengaged,	  outward	  (backward?)	  facing	  Mullah	  (the	  only	  representative	  of	  what	  liberal	  democratic	  discourse	  might	  call	  “civil	  society”),	  that	  are	  particularly	  relevant	  here.	  Power	  politics	  are	  standing	  in	  the	  way	  of	  progress	  and	  development:	  the	  imagined	  marginalisation	  of	  real	  developmental	  needs	  by	  politics	  is	  signalled	  by	  the	  small	  boys	  in	  school	  uniforms,	  being	  pushed	  out	  of	  the	  picture/off	  the	  edge	  of	  a	  splintering	  country.	  There	  are	  no	  women	  anywhere	  to	  be	  seen.	  	  	  Above	  all,	  the	  basic	  requirement	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  –	  that	  there	  is	  a	  division	  of	  a	  particular	  and	  important	  kind	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  –	  appears	  to	  be	  missing	  here.	  Thus	  the	  irrational	  passions	  of	  ambition	  and	  anger,	  the	  religious	  spokesman	  and	  allegiances	  to	  particularistic	  regional,	  kinship	  or	  sectarian	  identities	  should	  –	  for	  the	  proper	  functioning	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  –	  be	  firmly	  excluded	  from	  the	  rational	  public	  sphere.	  Meanwhile,	  the	  issues	  that	  should	  be	  represented	  in	  the	  public,	  such	  as	  the	  proper	  role	  of	  government	  in	  education	  or	  the	  needs	  and	  interests	  of	  women	  (as	  their	  identities	  are	  already	  constituted	  in	  the	  private	  domain	  of	  family	  life)	  are	  crowded	  out	  and	  remain	  unrepresented.	  Whole	  swathes	  of	  the	  population,	  made	  up	  of	  individual	  voters,	  are	  unable	  to	  speak	  for	  or	  represent	  themselves	  because	  they	  cannot	  shout	  loudly	  enough.	  	  This	  cartoon	  is	  also	  part	  of	  a	  more	  generalised	  discourse	  which	  suggests	  that	  Pakistan	  is	  “the	  most	  dangerous	  country	  in	  the	  world”.	  The	  front	  page	  of	  the	  internationalist	  and	  left-­‐leaning	  New	  Statesman	  magazine	  in	  2010	  depicts	  the	  Pakistani	  flag	  in	  the	  shape	  of	  a	  bomb	  with	  the	  fuse	  lit	  (New	  Statesman,	  2010),	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which	  is	  emblematic	  of	  the	  two	  hundred	  and	  eighty	  two	  articles	  in	  national	  British	  newspapers	  between	  2005	  and	  2008	  which	  refer	  to	  Pakistan	  precisely	  as	  “the	  most	  dangerous”	  country.	  (A	  broader	  search	  on	  “Pakistan”	  and	  “danger”	  yields	  nearly	  two	  thousand	  articles	  during	  the	  same	  period.)	  In	  an	  editorial	  in	  the	  Pakistani	  Friday	  Times	  Najam	  Sethi	  (2012b)	  recently	  named	  the	  top	  ten	  best-­‐selling	  English-­‐language	  books	  on	  Pakistan,	  which	  all	  had	  names	  like	  Pakistan:	  
Beyond	  the	  Crisis	  State	  or	  Pakistan:	  Playing	  with	  Fire	  or	  The	  Unravelling:	  Pakistan	  
in	  the	  Age	  of	  Jihad,	  to	  name	  but	  the	  first	  three.	  Every	  single	  book	  title	  participated	  in	  a	  whole	  system	  of	  representations	  which	  constructs	  Pakistan	  as	  “other”,	  threatening,	  perilous.	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  this	  intersects	  with	  the	  notion	  that	  Pakistan	  is	  the	  place	  where	  terrorist	  ideologies	  “are	  born”	  and	  which	  hosts	  and	  trains	  young	  British	  men	  who	  are	  intent	  on	  causing	  death	  and	  destruction	  in	  the	  UK.	  	  Intimately	  intertwined	  with	  this	  discourse	  of	  Pakistan	  as	  a	  very	  dangerous	  place	  –	  as	  the	  cartoon	  implies	  –	  is	  the	  notion	  that	  Pakistan	  constitutes	  a	  profound	  epistemological	  problem.	  Pakistan	  is	  dangerous	  because	  it	  is	  chaotic:	  it	  cannot	  be	  properly	  known	  and	  is	  therefore	  intractable	  to	  being	  managed.	  It	  is	  this	  threatening	  unknowability	  that	  informs	  a	  later	  New	  Stateman	  cover	  (New	  Statesman,	  2011),	  this	  time	  depicting	  a	  shadowy	  general	  looking	  through	  binoculars,	  one	  of	  which	  shows	  an	  American	  flag	  and	  the	  other	  Osama	  bin	  Laden.	  The	  trouble	  with	  Pakistan,	  it	  is	  implied,	  is	  that	  its	  inscrutable	  “double	  game”	  makes	  it	  impossible	  to	  understand.	  It	  is	  not	  the	  struggle	  between	  military	  and	  civilian	  governance,	  its	  Islamic	  and	  sometimes	  conservative	  cultural	  heritage,	  nor	  even	  its	  nuclear	  weapons	  that	  cause	  the	  most	  unease	  (other	  countries	  share	  such	  features):	  it	  is	  the	  uncertainty	  it	  provokes	  that	  causes	  most	  consternation.	  Indeed,	  the	  New	  York	  Review	  of	  Books	  even	  suggests	  that	  the	  key	  role	  of	  Pakistani	  novelists	  writing	  in	  English	  is	  to	  “assume	  the	  burden	  of	  representing	  their	  country	  to	  the	  world”	  and	  making	  it	  comprehensible	  to	  the	  Western	  reader	  (Mishra,	  2011:	  37).	  	  In	  suggesting	  that	  “politics	  can’t	  fix	  Pakistan”	  the	  cartoon	  is	  elaborating	  two	  related	  points	  that	  run	  through	  the	  discourse	  of	  Pakistan	  as	  a	  dangerous	  and	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unknowable	  place.	  First,	  democracy	  in	  Pakistan	  is	  not	  democracy	  as	  we	  know	  it	  –	  or	  rather,	  certainly	  not	  as	  the	  Democracy	  Promoters	  of	  Chapter	  1	  would	  know	  it.	  There	  is	  no	  sense,	  here,	  that	  power	  is	  evenly	  distributed	  amongst	  already	  constituted	  individuals.	  How	  could	  anyone	  be	  “free	  to	  speak	  out,	  free	  to	  vote”	  in	  this	  chaotic	  landscape,	  where	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private	  spheres	  are	  so	  woefully	  undelimited?	  How	  can	  interests	  be	  aggregated	  and	  voice	  be	  exercised	  when	  there	  is	  no	  possibility	  of	  free	  association,	  when	  half	  the	  population	  is	  nowhere	  to	  be	  seen,	  when	  the	  provision	  of	  public	  services	  is	  less	  of	  an	  election	  issue	  than	  the	  more	  properly	  private	  matters	  of	  allegiance	  to	  tribe,	  or	  region,	  or	  slogan?	  	  This	  might	  be	  politics,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  really	  democracy	  in	  the	  way	  understood	  by	  Amartya	  Sen	  when	  he	  describes	  democracy	  as	  a	  universal	  value.	  	  	  Secondly,	  because	  of	  these	  deficiencies	  in	  the	  political	  landscape	  of	  Pakistan,	  democracy	  is	  inadequate	  to	  the	  task	  of	  knowing	  the	  country	  and	  its	  population.	  If	  they	  can’t	  be	  adequately	  counted	  and	  thereby	  represented	  in	  a	  separate	  public	  sphere,	  how	  can	  women’s	  needs	  and	  rights	  be	  fulfilled	  and	  protected	  by	  the	  legislature?	  If	  power	  is	  not	  distributed	  equally,	  put	  directly	  into	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  people,	  how	  can	  development	  priorities	  be	  established	  and	  public	  services	  provided?	  If	  the	  population	  cannot	  be	  known	  through	  the	  usual	  democratic	  institutions	  of	  the	  free	  vote	  and	  the	  free	  press,	  unencumbered	  by	  the	  power	  relations	  of	  the	  private,	  domestic	  sphere,	  how	  will	  the	  elected	  government	  know	  what	  to	  do	  at	  all?	  	  In	  this	  chapter,	  I	  want	  to	  suggest	  that	  this	  set	  of	  epistemological	  uncertainties	  are	  precisely	  what	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  Pakistan	  is	  attempting	  to	  manage	  and	  control.	  As	  DFID	  put	  it	  also	  shortly	  before	  the	  2008	  elections:	  “A	  free	  and	  fair	  election	  will	  provide	  Pakistan	  with	  […]	  political	  stability	  and	  international	  credibility”	  (DFID,	  2006a).	  I	  suggest	  that	  the	  attempt	  to	  stabilise	  Pakistan	  is	  envisaged	  to	  function	  through	  an	  attempt	  to	  make	  it	  knowable	  and	  thereby	  domesticate	  it,	  rendering	  it	  less	  dangerous	  and	  irredeemably	  foreign:	  in	  other	  words,	  Pakistan	  needs	  to	  be	  better	  represented.	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In	  the	  quotation	  at	  the	  head	  of	  this	  chapter,	  Spivak	  makes	  a	  distinction	  between	  two	  senses	  of	  the	  word	  “representation”:	  conventional	  liberal-­‐democratic	  representation	  in	  the	  sense	  of	  a	  “proxy”	  and	  textual/discursive	  representation	  as	  in	  a	  “portrait”	  (Spivak,	  1987:	  276),	  but	  acknowledges	  that	  they	  inevitably	  interlock.	  Thus,	  two	  epistemological	  problems	  are	  implied	  in	  considering	  the	  intersection	  of	  the	  two	  meanings	  of	  representation:	  the	  discursive	  practices	  of	  representation	  are	  the	  means	  we	  purport	  to	  use	  to	  “know”	  the	  world,	  just	  as	  the	  political	  practices	  of	  representation	  are	  how	  we	  are	  able	  to	  legitimate	  decision-­‐making	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  “knowing”	  and	  making	  visible	  a	  given	  constituency	  (Saward,	  2006:	  314).	  	  	  The	  interlocking	  meanings	  of	  representation	  first	  raise	  questions	  about	  how	  our	  knowledge	  of	  democracy	  is	  constituted.	  Bearing	  in	  mind	  the	  narrow	  conception	  of	  democracy	  that	  we	  saw	  informing	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  the	  first	  set	  of	  questions	  I	  want	  to	  ask	  in	  this	  chapter	  is:	  how	  do	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is?	  How	  do	  we	  recognise	  democracy	  when	  we	  see	  it?	  	  	  However,	  secondly,	  bearing	  in	  mind	  the	  role	  of	  power	  that	  we	  have	  discerned	  both	  in	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promoters	  and	  in	  the	  practices	  of	  representation,	  a	  further	  important	  set	  of	  questions	  needs	  to	  be	  posed:	  how,	  and	  what,	  is	  democracy	  used	  to	  know?	  In	  what	  ways	  does	  democracy	  function	  as	  a	  practice	  of	  power/knowledge	  in	  Foucauldian	  terms?	  How	  do	  we	  know	  by	  means	  of	  democracy?	  How	  do	  democratic	  practices	  condition	  knowledge	  about	  self	  and	  other,	  inside	  and	  outside,	  domestic	  and	  foreign?	  These	  questions	  will	  be	  addressed	  in	  the	  second	  part	  of	  the	  chapter.	  	  To	  begin	  with,	  in	  order	  to	  explore	  the	  first	  set	  of	  questions,	  I	  will	  examine	  an	  empirical	  example	  from	  recent	  Pakistani	  history	  to	  show	  how	  our	  knowledge	  of	  democracy	  is	  constituted.	  I	  will	  use	  Ernesto	  Laclau’s	  account	  of	  “articulation”	  (Laclau,	  2005;	  see	  also	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  2001;	  Laffey	  and	  Weldes,	  2004:	  28)	  to	  investigate	  the	  Pakistani	  lawyers’	  movement	  of	  2007,	  showing	  in	  the	  process	  how	  useful	  the	  idea	  of	  “articulation”	  is	  for	  tracing	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  understandings	  of	  democracy	  can	  come	  to	  be	  so	  powerfully	  associated	  with	  a	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narrow	  range	  of	  institutions.	  However,	  I	  will	  also	  use	  Foucault	  to	  demonstrate	  some	  problems	  with	  Laclau’s	  account,	  and	  in	  doing	  so	  try	  to	  unpick	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  democratic	  subjectivity	  has	  come	  to	  be	  constituted	  in	  contemporary	  Pakistan.	  	  	  In	  the	  second	  section,	  I	  will	  build	  on	  this	  account	  of	  subject	  formation	  through	  democracy,	  by	  focusing	  on	  the	  institutions	  -­‐	  both	  electoral	  and	  deliberative	  -­‐	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  provides	  and	  asking	  how	  they	  intersect	  with	  Foucault’s	  account	  of	  the	  form	  of	  rule	  known	  as	  “liberal	  governmentality”.	  In	  this	  section,	  I	  will	  show	  how	  democracy	  functions	  as	  a	  useful	  set	  of	  practices	  that	  enable	  governmental	  rule.	  This	  will	  entail	  demonstrating	  how	  it	  enables	  populations	  to	  be	  known	  and	  individual	  subjects	  to	  be	  constituted	  and	  managed	  within	  its	  ambit.	  	  	  I	  will	  finally	  go	  on	  to	  consider	  practices	  of	  reason	  giving	  and	  democratic	  talk	  and	  the	  ways	  that	  these	  both	  make	  populations	  legible.	  This	  discussion	  will	  enable	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  ineluctable	  intertwining	  of	  power	  and	  knowledge	  that	  weave	  together	  both	  meanings	  of	  the	  word	  “representation”,	  showing	  that	  the	  practices	  of	  speaking	  for	  others	  as	  a	  democratic	  representative	  and	  the	  practices	  of	  speaking	  for	  oneself	  involved	  in	  becoming	  a	  subject	  of	  knowledge	  are	  always	  involved	  in	  relations	  of	  power.	  	  
How	  Do	  We	  Know	  What	  Democracy	  Is?	  	  In	  recent	  months	  and	  years,	  many	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  have	  witnessed	  large-­‐scale	  pro-­‐democracy	  movements	  on	  the	  streets	  of	  countries	  with	  authoritarian	  regimes,	  tempting	  politicians,	  commentators	  and	  academics	  to	  conclude	  that	  democracy	  is	  indeed	  a	  universal	  value	  transcending	  contexts	  and	  cultures	  (for	  example,	  Sen,	  1999;	  Blair,	  2007a;	  Ibrahim,	  2006).	  However,	  in	  light	  of	  the	  concerns	  raised	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  it	  should	  now	  be	  clear	  that	  we	  might	  take	  it	  as	  surprising	  that	  diverse	  movements	  might	  uphold	  a	  particular	  configuration	  of	  power	  in	  which	  democracy	  ends	  up	  being	  understood	  solely	  in	  terms	  of	  Western	  institutions.	  In	  this	  section,	  then,	  I	  will	  explore	  how	  a	  particular	  historical	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example	  of	  large-­‐scale	  popular	  demand	  for	  democratisation,	  in	  Pakistan,	  can	  illuminate	  our	  understanding	  of	  how	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is.	  	  
Articulation	  	  In	  March	  2007,	  Iftikar	  Chaudry,	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  of	  Pakistan,	  was	  suspended	  by	  the	  then	  military	  ruler,	  General	  Musharraf,	  ostensibly	  on	  corruption	  charges.	  Following	  a	  brief	  period	  of	  reinstatement,	  he	  was	  suspended	  again	  and	  put	  under	  house	  arrest	  by	  the	  military	  regime;	  at	  the	  same	  time	  the	  country’s	  constitution	  was	  suspended,	  martial	  law	  imposed	  and	  a	  “state	  of	  emergency”	  declared	  on	  3	  November	  2007.	  	  	  The	  sacking	  of	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  sparked	  large,	  broad-­‐based,	  popular	  protests	  which	  were	  widely	  interpreted	  not	  merely	  as	  a	  defence	  of	  civilian	  institutions	  against	  military	  rule	  (Baker,	  2007),	  but	  as	  a	  “full-­‐scale	  pro-­‐democracy	  campaign”	  (Dalrymple,	  2008;	  see	  also	  Jahangir,	  2009).	  This	  campaign	  was	  spearheaded	  by	  the	  “lawyers’	  movement”	  (Raja,	  2007);	  however,	  the	  protests	  brought	  together	  all	  sorts	  of	  unlikely	  political	  allies,	  including	  the	  two	  main	  political	  parties	  -­‐	  Benazir	  Bhutto’s	  Pakistan	  People’s	  Party	  (PPP)	  and	  Nawaz	  Sharif’s	  faction	  of	  the	  Pakistan	  Muslim	  League	  (PML-­‐N)	  -­‐	  as	  well	  as	  assorted	  NGOs,	  members	  of	  the	  liberal,	  middle-­‐classes	  (Dalrymple,	  2008),	  activists	  for	  women’s	  rights	  (Virdee,	  2009)	  and	  even	  the	  main	  alliance	  of	  religious	  parties,	  the	  Muttahida-­‐Majlis-­‐e-­‐Amal	  (MMA)	  (BBC,	  2007).	  The	  protesters	  were	  able	  to	  celebrate	  the	  return	  of	  democratic	  elections	  in	  February	  2008	  after	  nearly	  a	  decade	  of	  military	  rule.	  	  Ernesto	  Laclau’s	  theory	  of	  “articulation”	  gives	  us	  some	  tools	  to	  understand	  this	  sort	  of	  diverse	  movement,	  because	  he	  is	  interested	  in	  how	  the	  “unity	  of	  the	  group”	  is	  forged	  in	  specific	  historical	  circumstances.	  As	  a	  starting	  point	  it	  is	  worth	  considering	  his	  example	  of	  this	  process	  at	  work,	  in	  some	  detail:	  	  	   Think	  of	  a	  large	  mass	  of	  agrarian	  migrants	  who	  settle	  in	  the	  shantytowns	  on	  the	  outskirts	  of	  a	  developing	  industrial	  city.	  Problems	  of	  housing	  arise,	  and	  the	  group	  of	  people	  affected	  by	  them	  request	  some	  kind	  of	  solution	  from	  the	  local	  authorities.	  Here	  we	  have	  a	  demand	  which	  initially	  is	  
86	  
perhaps	  only	  a	  request.	  If	  the	  demand	  is	  satisfied,	  that	  is	  the	  end	  of	  the	  matter;	  but	  if	  it	  is	  not,	  people	  can	  start	  to	  perceive	  that	  their	  neighbours	  have	  other,	  equally	  unsatisfied	  demands	  -­‐	  problems	  with	  water,	  health,	  schooling,	  and	  so	  on.	  If	  the	  situation	  remains	  unchanged	  for	  some	  time,	  there	  is	  an	  accumulation	  of	  unfulfilled	  demands	  and	  an	  increasing	  inability	  of	  the	  institutional	  system	  to	  absorb	  them	  in	  a	  differential	  way	  (each	  in	  isolation	  from	  others),	  and	  an	  equivalential	  relation	  is	  established	  between	  them.	  (Laclau,	  2005:	  73-­‐74)	  	  	  Thus,	  a	  variety	  of	  demands	  -­‐	  for	  political	  freedoms,	  for	  free	  and	  fair	  elections,	  for	  the	  independence	  of	  the	  courts,	  for	  various	  kinds	  of	  rights	  that	  have	  been	  frustrated	  by	  the	  military	  regime	  -­‐	  are	  articulated	  in	  an	  equivalential	  relationship,	  a	  chain.	  	  What	  is	  crucial	  is	  the	  way	  the	  social	  order	  is	  split	  in	  two	  by	  the	  opposition	  between	  the	  deposed	  Chief	  Justice	  and	  the	  military	  regime,	  which	  is	  what	  enables	  political	  struggle	  to	  emerge.	  	  	  This	  split	  is	  perhaps	  best	  expressed	  by	  the	  video	  frame	  of	  the	  sacking	  broadcast	  on	  national	  television.	  Former	  Law	  Minister	  Iftikar	  Gilani,	  put	  it	  like	  this:	  	   That	  frame,	  of	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  sitting	  in	  front	  of	  the	  General,	  did	  for	  Pakistan	  what	  the	  Tiananmen	  Square	  photo	  of	  the	  boy	  standing	  before	  the	  tank	  did	  for	  China.	  Almost	  every	  Pakistani	  has	  seen	  that	  image,	  and	  it	  has	  become	  a	  symbol	  of	  defiance	  against	  military	  rule	  (Baker,	  2007).	  	  	  Thus,	  in	  Laclau’s	  terms,	  the	  Chief	  Justice’s	  cause	  is	  “privileged”	  and	  comes	  “to	  signify	  a	  much	  wider	  camp	  against	  an	  oppressive	  regime”	  (Laclau,	  2005:	  81).	  It	  is	  difficult	  to	  elude	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  here:	  in	  a	  world	  split	  in	  two,	  one	  must	  take	  a	  side	  and	  it	  is	  quite	  clear	  which	  side	  we	  ought	  to	  be	  on.	  	  It	  is	  a	  strength	  of	  this	  kind	  of	  Laclauian	  reading	  that	  it	  has	  no	  trouble	  in	  acknowledging	  that	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  was,	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it,	  an	  unlikely	  figurehead	  for	  a	  large-­‐scale,	  popular,	  pro-­‐democracy	  movement.	  For	  instance,	  it	  has	  been	  widely-­‐acknowledged	  that	  he	  was	  a	  less	  than	  charismatic	  leader,	  and	  perhaps	  even	  more	  importantly,	  he	  had	  scarcely	  been	  a	  consistent	  champion	  of	  democracy:	  his	  own	  rulings	  as	  a	  Supreme	  Court	  Justice	  legitimised	  martial	  law	  in	  2000	  and	  permitted	  Musharraf	  to	  retain	  his	  position	  as	  head	  of	  the	  army	  whilst	  remaining	  President	  in	  2002	  (Baker,	  2007).	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  It	  is	  furthermore	  quite	  possible	  to	  argue	  that	  there	  is	  nothing	  particularly	  democratic	  about	  the	  role	  of	  lawyers	  or	  supreme	  courts	  in	  general	  -­‐	  on	  the	  contrary,	  they	  are	  more	  frequently	  viewed	  within	  constitutional	  democracies	  as	  a	  check	  on	  the	  power	  of	  the	  majority,	  curtailing	  the	  role	  of	  democratic	  politics	  in	  society	  in	  favour	  of	  appointed	  and	  generally	  unaccountable	  judges	  (Bellamy,	  2007)	  .	  Moreover,	  an	  emphasis	  on	  the	  role	  of	  courts	  reduces	  the	  role	  of	  citizens	  from	  law-­‐makers	  to,	  at	  best,	  litigants	  appealing	  to	  defend	  their	  already-­‐defined	  rights	  once	  they	  have	  already	  been	  violated	  (Mouffe,	  2000:	  42)	  .	  More	  broadly,	  Jacques	  Rancière	  suggests	  that	  a	  contemporary	  conflation	  of	  democracy	  with	  particular	  (more	  or	  less	  democratic)	  institutions,	  such	  as	  the	  judiciary,	  is	  symptomatic	  of	  a	  “hatred”	  of	  democracy.	  He	  remarks	  that	  in	  dominant	  understandings,	  a	  “good	  democratic	  government	  is	  one	  capable	  of	  controlling	  the	  evil	  quite	  simply	  called	  democratic	  life”	  (Rancière,	  2007:	  7),	  precisely	  because	  of	  the	  curtailment	  and	  containment	  of	  the	  messy	  and	  unpredictable	  processes	  of	  democratic	  decision-­‐making	  that	  such	  institutions	  imply.	  	  Nevertheless,	  for	  all	  its	  unlikeliness	  and	  contingency,	  the	  particularistic	  demand	  for	  the	  reinstatement	  of	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  has	  become	  less	  important	  than	  its	  role	  in	  signifying	  not	  only	  itself,	  but	  also	  “something	  quite	  different	  from	  itself:	  the	  total	  chain	  of	  equivalential	  demands”.	  What	  is	  at	  stake	  for	  the	  protesters	  and	  their	  diverse	  supporters	  is	  not	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  or	  his	  position,	  but	  democracy	  itself:	  the	  Chief	  Justice’s	  cause	  is	  the	  cause	  of	  democracy	  and,	  therefore,	  the	  cause	  of	  the	  other	  demands	  that	  are	  linked	  equivalentially	  to	  it.	  	  	  This	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  is	  nothing	  more	  than	  a	  convenient	  banner,	  however.	  There	  is	  doubtless	  an	  element	  of	  contingency	  here:	  the	  demands	  that	  become	  articulated	  and	  the	  signifier	  that	  comes	  to	  represent	  them	  could	  have	  been	  different	  and	  there	  was	  nothing	  inevitable	  about	  this	  particular	  articulation.	  However,	  once	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  becomes	  the	  focal	  point,	  this	  demand	  takes	  on	  the	  function	  of	  holding	  the	  chain	  of	  equivalential	  demands	  together,	  giving	  them	  substance	  and	  meaning	  and	  enacting	  the	  link	  between	  them.	  	  By	  this	  account,	  the	  signifier	  that	  refers	  to	  the	  complete	  chain	  is	  an	  “empty	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signifier”:	  the	  Pakistani	  protests	  performatively	  constitute	  the	  meaning	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  set	  of	  rather	  specific,	  contingently	  related	  demands,	  including	  that	  for	  an	  independent	  judiciary,	  which	  have	  no	  inevitable	  relationship	  to	  each	  other.	  	  	  Laclau’s	  account	  of	  articulation	  and	  discourse	  is	  extraordinarily	  useful	  because	  it	  offers	  us	  a	  tool	  for	  analysing	  and	  explaining	  the	  way	  that	  “democracy”,	  as	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  has	  become	  unthinkable,	  or	  inexpressible,	  without	  also	  evoking	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  practices	  (a	  free	  press,	  an	  independent	  judiciary)	  that	  now	  seem	  inextricable	  from	  it,	  but	  which	  were	  not	  always,	  and	  need	  not	  necessarily	  be,	  so.	  Both	  the	  strengths	  and	  some	  important	  drawbacks	  of	  working	  within	  this	  framework	  proposed	  by	  Laclau	  can	  be	  elucidated	  by	  comparing	  it	  to	  a	  Foucauldian	  approach.	  
	  
Power	  and	  subjectivity:	  Using	  articulation	  with	  Foucault?	  	  Many	  of	  the	  useful	  features	  of	  Laclau’s	  work	  on	  articulation	  are	  compatible	  with	  a	  Foucauldian	  approach	  and	  can	  usefully	  be	  used	  alongside	  it.	  In	  particular,	  we	  might	  take	  the	  mutually	  reinforcing	  and	  interlocking	  systems	  of	  statements	  and	  practices	  that	  constitute	  this	  “articulation”,	  in	  which	  “democracy”	  takes	  on	  the	  role	  of	  the	  name	  of	  the	  chain	  of	  demands	  (in	  Laclau’s	  terms	  the	  “empty	  signifier”),	  and	  compare	  it	  to	  Foucault’s	  conceptualisation	  of	  a	  “discursive	  formation”,	  which	  is	  defined	  as	  a	  regular	  “group	  of	  statements”	  governed	  by	  a	  “general	  set	  of	  rules”	  (Foucault,	  2002:	  129).	  However,	  introducing	  Laclau’s	  notion	  of	  “articulation”	  usefully	  foregrounds	  the	  process	  of	  linking	  that	  takes	  place	  between	  practices,	  which	  may	  be	  discursive	  or	  non-­‐discursive,	  as	  well	  as	  pointing	  up	  the	  contingency	  of	  the	  links	  between	  elements	  within	  a	  discursive	  formation.	  	  	  The	  concept	  of	  the	  “empty	  signifier”	  is	  an	  interesting	  way	  into	  understanding	  how	  a	  linked	  set	  of	  elements	  can	  be	  inscribed	  within	  the	  social	  imagination	  and	  how	  certain	  signifiers,	  like	  “democracy”,	  take	  on	  a	  crucial	  and	  privileged	  importance	  because	  of	  their	  relation	  to	  other	  elements	  in	  the	  articulated	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formation.	  Moreover,	  Laclau	  also	  introduces	  the	  term	  “floating	  signifier”,	  which	  adds	  a	  useful	  level	  of	  complexity,	  in	  which	  the	  meaning	  of	  the	  signifier	  becomes	  “indeterminate	  between	  alternative	  equivalential	  frontiers”.	  This	  can	  be	  understood	  by	  considering	  that	  whilst	  “democracy”	  functions	  as	  the	  signifier	  for	  the	  articulated	  chain	  demanding	  the	  reinstatement	  of	  the	  Chief	  Justice,	  it	  is	  similarly	  used	  to	  signify	  an	  articulated	  UK	  Foreign	  Policy	  of	  which	  some	  elements	  might	  be	  viewed	  unsympathetically	  by	  some	  of	  the	  Pakistani	  protesters.	  As	  such,	  then,	  a	  struggle	  for	  power	  takes	  place	  for	  control	  of	  the	  “floating	  signifier”,	  “democracy”,	  and	  its	  meaning	  (Laclau,	  2005:	  131).	  In	  these	  ways,	  it	  might	  be	  argued	  that	  Laclau’s	  work	  provides	  a	  set	  of	  tools	  for	  exploring	  discursive	  formations	  in	  their	  practical	  manifestations.	  	  	  However,	  it	  is	  at	  the	  point	  where	  we	  encounter	  such	  struggles	  for	  the	  control	  of	  meanings	  that	  a	  Foucauldian	  understanding	  of	  power	  and	  its	  mobilisation	  within	  discourse	  becomes	  indispensable.	  For	  Laclau,	  the	  number	  of	  possible	  “frontiers”	  appears	  to	  be	  quite	  limited:	  indeed,	  in	  the	  examples	  he	  gives,	  the	  struggle	  for	  the	  “floating	  signifier”	  takes	  place	  within	  a	  binary	  model,	  between	  a	  “popular”	  or	  “oppositional”	  identity	  and	  the	  “oppressive	  regime”	  (ibid:	  131).	  As	  such,	  then,	  Laclau’s	  work	  operates	  using	  a	  binary	  opposition	  between	  “oppression”	  and	  “resistance”,	  that,	  for	  all	  its	  subtlety,	  still	  retains	  this	  feature	  in	  common	  with	  the	  “repressive	  hypothesis”	  of	  power	  discussed	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter	  (Foucault,	  1981;	  and	  see	  Mahmood,	  2005	  for	  an	  account	  of	  how	  this	  particular	  binary	  opposition	  remains	  common	  even	  in	  poststructural	  analyses	  of	  resistance,	  and	  for	  a	  useful	  discussion	  of	  how	  such	  analyses	  thereby	  fail).	  	  	  For	  Foucault,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  and	  as	  is	  now	  well-­‐understood,	  power	  is	  not	  something	  that	  is	  possessed	  or	  exercised	  by	  individuals	  to	  repress	  the	  capacities	  or	  preferred	  modes	  of	  being	  of	  others.	  Rather,	  power	  is	  a	  complex	  network	  of	  forces	  that	  precedes	  and	  exceeds	  individual	  human	  beings,	  that	  may	  be	  mutually-­‐reinforcing	  or	  contradictory	  and	  that	  suffuse	  the	  social	  world.	  Furthermore,	  far	  from	  being	  merely	  repressive,	  power	  is	  more	  usually	  productive	  in	  its	  effects.	  It	  operates	  through	  a	  process	  of	  subjectivation	  by	  which	  individuals	  come	  to	  assume	  subjectivities	  and	  identifications	  through	  their	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participation	  in	  social	  rituals,	  repertoires	  and	  practices	  (Foucault,	  1982).	  It	  is	  only	  through	  this	  participation	  in	  the	  practical	  modes	  of	  being	  and	  self-­‐understanding,	  available	  in	  the	  broader	  discursive	  environment	  that	  they	  occupy,	  that	  subjects	  are	  constituted	  and	  thereby	  obtain	  the	  capacities	  to	  understand	  themselves	  and	  their	  place	  in	  the	  social	  world.	  This,	  of	  course,	  includes	  the	  othering	  practices	  which	  enable	  them	  to	  understand	  what	  they	  should	  in	  practice	  do	  (or	  reject)	  because	  the	  uncivilised	  other	  does	  not	  do	  (or	  reject)	  those	  practices.	  As	  such,	  subjects	  are	  brought	  into	  being	  and	  enabled	  by	  the	  workings	  of	  power,	  and	  there	  is	  no	  possibility	  of	  an	  autonomous	  individual	  who	  precedes	  the	  relational	  workings	  of	  power	  and	  who	  might	  be	  repressed	  or	  constrained	  thereby.	  	  	  To	  explain	  and	  elucidate	  this	  understanding	  power	  and	  its	  consequences	  for	  Laclau’s	  account,	  it	  is	  useful	  to	  consider	  the	  basic	  level	  of	  his	  analysis	  -­‐	  that	  of	  the	  “demand”	  (Laclau,	  2005:	  73).	  As	  the	  extended	  quotation	  provided	  above	  (p.	  83)	  demonstrates,	  for	  Laclau	  the	  process	  of	  making	  a	  demand	  that	  remains	  unfulfilled	  is	  the	  crucial	  first	  step	  in	  articulating	  a	  chain	  of	  equivalences	  that	  enables	  the	  constitution	  of	  a	  popular	  identity.	  However,	  there	  is	  an	  important	  gap	  in	  Laclau’s	  account,	  which	  can	  be	  posed	  as	  the	  question:	  why	  do	  people	  demand	  the	  things	  that	  they	  do?	  	  	  Sen	  provides	  the	  beginnings	  of	  an	  answer	  to	  this	  in	  his	  defence	  of	  the	  “constructive”	  role	  of	  democracy.	  As	  he	  suggests,	  people	  may	  wish	  for	  all	  sorts	  of	  goods	  	  -­‐	  immortality,	  say,	  or	  endless	  riches	  -­‐	  without	  necessarily	  viewing	  these	  as	  “needs”	  (Sen,	  1999:	  11).	  	  “Needs”,	  for	  Sen,	  are	  rather	  constructed	  through	  the	  process	  of	  democratic	  discussion	  and	  contestation,	  in	  which	  both	  the	  desirability	  and	  feasibility	  of	  wishes	  are	  established	  through	  the	  process	  of	  conceptualising	  them	  as	  such	  in	  public	  debate:	  he	  points	  to	  the	  decline	  in	  fertility	  rates	  in	  Kerala	  as	  an	  example	  of	  how	  new	  values	  and	  understandings	  of	  what	  a	  good	  life	  might	  look	  like	  emerge	  through	  political	  dialogue	  over	  time	  (Sen,	  2001:	  154).	  The	  core	  insight	  that	  wishes	  will	  not	  be	  inscribed	  as	  “demands”	  or	  claims	  unless	  there	  is	  some	  prospect	  that	  they	  may	  feasibly	  be	  fulfilled	  is	  surely	  correct.	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I	  suggest	  that	  is	  a	  matter	  of	  empirical	  enquiry	  to	  establish	  what	  sorts	  of	  things	  are	  considered	  feasible	  or	  infeasible	  in	  different	  kinds	  of	  society	  and	  how	  wishes	  have	  developed	  through	  processes	  of	  contestation	  into	  demands	  over	  time	  and	  in	  particular	  contexts.	  It	  is	  also	  an	  empirical	  question	  to	  determine	  what	  wishes	  and	  desires	  people	  have,	  and	  why	  they	  might	  wish	  for	  some	  things	  rather	  than	  others	  or	  fail	  to	  imagine	  some	  desirable	  possibilities	  at	  certain	  points	  in	  time,	  therefore	  rendering	  certain	  kinds	  of	  wishes	  invisible	  altogether.	  A	  Foucauldian	  approach	  is	  particularly	  appropriate	  here,	  because	  he	  provides	  a	  detailed	  account	  of	  how	  desire	  is	  incited	  through	  particular	  kinds	  of	  discourse	  (Foucault,	  1981).	  	  	  Whilst	  Foucault’s	  account	  deals	  with	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  certain	  forms	  of	  discourse	  and	  prohibition	  serve	  to	  incite	  sexual	  desire,	  I	  want	  to	  turn	  to	  our	  concrete	  example	  of	  democracy	  to	  aid	  understanding	  here.	  The	  Pakistani	  protesters	  are	  demanding	  democracy	  within	  an	  international	  context	  in	  which	  a	  certain	  form	  of	  liberal,	  representative	  democracy	  is	  privileged,	  promoted	  and	  demanded	  all	  over	  the	  world,	  perhaps	  intertwined	  with,	  or	  perhaps	  to	  the	  detriment	  of,	  alternative	  forms	  of	  decision-­‐making.	  As	  we	  shall	  see	  in	  Chapter	  3,	  this	  is	  intimately	  linked	  to	  forms	  of	  temporal	  othering,	  where	  alternatives	  to	  liberal	  democracy	  are	  cast	  as	  “uncivilized”,	  “backward”	  or	  otherwise	  belonging	  to	  a	  past	  that	  must	  be	  overcome.	  	  	  Democracy,	  in	  this	  context,	  is	  not	  a	  “floating”	  or	  “empty”	  signifier,	  but	  a	  rooted,	  specific	  and	  concrete	  set	  of	  practices.	  As	  such,	  I	  find	  Laclau’s	  terminology	  somewhat	  unhelpful	  and	  misleading	  because	  it	  tends	  to	  distract	  from	  the	  materiality	  of	  discursive	  practices	  and	  their	  rootedness	  in	  specific	  and	  historically	  constructed	  context	  in	  which	  they	  are	  always	  understood.	  	  	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  the	  technologies	  and	  techniques	  associated	  with	  the	  forms	  of	  democracy	  that	  are	  imaginable	  in	  contemporary	  discourse	  discipline	  the	  democratic	  subject,	  her	  capacities	  and	  her	  imagination	  (Foucault,	  1979),	  such	  that	  other	  ways	  of	  thinking	  and	  being	  are	  not	  readily	  available.	  As	  such,	  then,	  despite	  all	  the	  possible	  objections	  listed	  above	  to	  a	  direct	  conceptual	  link	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between	  the	  demand	  for	  the	  reinstatement	  of	  the	  Chief	  Justice,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  and	  for	  more	  democracy,	  on	  the	  other,	  for	  the	  Pakistani	  protesters	  the	  techniques	  of	  liberal	  representative	  democracy	  are	  so	  minutely	  intertwined,	  or	  articulated,	  with	  the	  concept	  of	  “democracy”	  that	  the	  latter	  is	  not	  thinkable	  without	  also	  implying	  the	  existence	  of	  an	  independent	  judiciary	  as	  part	  of	  its	  institutional	  make-­‐up.	  Unequal	  and	  postcolonial	  flows	  of	  power	  produce	  ways	  of	  thinking	  and	  being	  in	  the	  detail	  of	  the	  lives,	  aspirations	  and	  demands	  of	  the	  Pakistani	  pro-­‐democracy	  protester,	  not	  only	  by	  means	  of	  direct	  aid	  and	  political	  support	  to	  particular	  kinds	  of	  NGOs	  and	  institutions,	  but	  also	  through	  the	  power	  of	  discursive	  and	  non-­‐discursive	  practices,	  propagated	  through	  educational	  institutions,	  print	  and	  electronic	  media	  and	  myriad	  other	  interconnected	  forms	  of	  influence	  through	  time.	  	  The	  subject	  is	  therefore	  always	  already	  constituted	  by	  and	  enmeshed	  in	  the	  complex	  workings	  of	  power	  prior	  to	  any	  attempt	  at	  resistance	  in	  a	  way	  that	  complicates	  the	  binary	  formulation	  of	  “oppression”	  versus	  “resistance”	  used	  by	  Laclau.	  The	  role	  of	  the	  Chief	  Justice	  in	  constituting	  the	  articulated	  chain	  of	  demands	  for	  democracy	  may	  be	  contingent,	  but	  it	  is	  certainly	  not	  arbitrary	  -­‐	  it	  is	  conditioned	  by	  historically	  constituted	  workings	  of	  power.	  The	  struggle	  for	  power	  that	  we	  have	  observed	  taking	  place	  within	  the	  meaning	  of	  “democracy”,	  then,	  cannot	  simply	  be	  a	  question	  of	  an	  indigenous	  movement	  opposing	  the	  imposition	  of	  the	  practices	  and	  techniques	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  reclaiming	  democracy	  for	  their	  own	  purposes.	  This	  is	  because	  some	  of	  the	  very	  discursive	  resources	  that	  construct	  and	  sustain	  liberal	  democracy	  are	  implicated	  in	  the	  very	  constitution	  of	  this	  already	  hybrid	  (Bhabha,	  2004)	  movement.	  The	  struggles,	  contestations	  and	  contradictions	  associated	  with	  the	  workings	  of	  power	  cannot	  simply	  take	  place	  between	  two	  articulated	  chains	  of	  demands	  that	  are	  horizontally	  and	  equivalentially	  articulated.	  Rather,	  they	  must	  always	  already	  also	  be	  taking	  place	  within	  articulated	  formations	  and	  are	  present	  at	  the	  micro-­‐level	  of	  social	  practices	  at	  all	  times.	  	  	  Thus	  Laclau’s	  account	  of	  articulation	  lacks	  the	  detail	  that	  a	  Foucauldian	  approach	  can	  provide	  of	  the	  complex,	  multiple	  and	  often	  contradictory	  way	  in	  which	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different	  discursive	  elements	  are	  articulated.	  Whilst	  new	  articulations	  and	  forms	  of	  resistance	  are	  doubtless	  possible,	  the	  Pakistani	  protests	  suggest	  that	  often	  these	  are	  by	  no	  means	  unproblematically	  constituted	  by	  or	  constitutive	  of	  “new	  subjects	  of	  social	  change”.	  They	  are	  rather	  precarious	  and	  contingent	  re-­‐articulations	  of	  already-­‐existing	  subjectivities	  and	  epistemologies,	  which	  inevitably	  reproduce	  subjects	  of	  social	  change	  within	  existing	  webs	  of	  power.	  	  	  One	  important	  consequence	  of	  this	  account	  of	  pro-­‐democracy	  movements	  is	  that	  it	  enables	  us	  to	  discern	  the	  workings	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy.	  The	  splitting	  of	  the	  social	  world	  into	  two	  not	  only	  enables	  struggle,	  but	  also	  implies	  that	  we	  must	  take	  a	  side:	  the	  side	  of	  democracy.	  By	  disrupting	  the	  binary,	  by	  asking	  what	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  are	  within	  articulated	  frontiers,	  we	  can	  refuse	  the	  painful	  choice	  and	  instead	  displace	  the	  question	  into	  how	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is	  in	  the	  first	  place:	  what	  specific	  relations	  of	  power	  enable	  us	  to	  recognise	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  democracy?	  	  	  The	  next	  important	  point	  I	  want	  to	  establish	  is	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  useful	  in	  the	  service	  of	  particular	  configurations	  of	  power,	  a	  move	  which	  itself	  enables	  us	  to	  see	  how	  it	  has	  become	  so	  seemingly	  indispensable.	  As	  in	  the	  foregoing	  discussion,	  this	  is	  crucially	  linked	  to	  the	  formation	  of	  subjectivities:	  how	  do	  we	  know	  ourselves	  and	  what	  does	  democracy	  enable	  us	  to	  know?	  	  
How	  Does	  Democracy	  Produce	  Knowledge?	  	  Democracy	  requires	  freely-­‐choosing	  subjects	  who	  can	  vote	  and	  otherwise	  represent	  their	  interests	  so	  that	  those	  interests	  can	  be	  known.	  How	  are	  these	  forms	  of	  subjectivity	  formed?	  	  	  In	  Foucault’s	  first	  volume	  of	  the	  History	  of	  Sexuality	  (1981),	  he	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  particular	  kind	  of	  modern	  subjectivity	  is	  enabled	  by	  an	  incitement	  to	  discourse	  about	  sex	  which	  contains	  two	  mutually	  reinforcing	  tendencies:	  individualisation	  and	  totalisation.	  On	  the	  one	  hand	  -­‐	  through	  the	  practices	  of	  confession,	  psychoanalysis,	  the	  surveillance	  of	  children,	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medicalisation	  and	  so	  on	  -­‐	  the	  subject	  is	  called	  upon	  to	  know	  herself	  as	  an	  individual	  	  by	  means	  of	  practices	  of	  constant	  self-­‐questioning	  and	  accounting	  for	  herself.	  She	  can	  also	  be	  understood	  by	  others	  as	  a	  separate,	  individual,	  “case”.	  	  	  It	  is	  individualisation	  that	  enables	  the	  process	  of	  totalisation,	  however.	  If	  in	  earlier	  times,	  certain	  sexual	  practices	  were	  frowned	  upon,	  it	  was	  the	  practice	  itself	  that	  was	  the	  subject	  of	  disapproval	  and	  intervention.	  However,	  the	  emergence	  of	  new	  forms	  of	  power	  and	  discourse	  around	  sex	  enable	  the	  identification	  of	  the	  “deviant”	  or	  the	  “homosexual”	  (or	  whatever)	  as	  a	  category	  in	  and	  of	  itself:	  a	  “new	  specification	  of	  individuals”	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  42-­‐43)	  becomes	  possible	  and	  it	  is	  all-­‐encompassing,	  entailing	  not	  merely	  sexual	  activities,	  but	  rather	  a	  whole	  style	  of	  life.	  Foucault	  suggests	  that:	  “The	  sodomite	  had	  been	  a	  temporary	  aberration;	  the	  homosexual	  was	  now	  a	  species”	  (ibid:	  43).	  	  	  Totalisation	  enables	  the	  management	  of	  entire	  populations:	  procreative	  activities	  and	  reproductive	  health	  can	  be	  readily	  understood	  through	  processes	  of	  categorisation.	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  subjects	  constituted	  as	  individuals	  can	  be	  called	  upon	  to	  manage	  their	  own	  surveillance	  and	  activities	  through	  the	  constant	  incitements	  to	  self-­‐knowledge,	  and	  self-­‐management,	  by	  means	  of	  the	  discursive	  possibilities	  and	  categories	  that	  are	  made	  available	  to	  them.	  The	  twin	  processes	  of	  individualisation	  and	  totalisation	  form	  key	  components	  of	  the	  form	  of	  power	  and	  rule	  Foucault	  calls	  “governmentality”,	  and	  it	  is	  as	  a	  function	  of	  governmentality	  that	  we	  can	  understand	  the	  workings	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  In	  the	  following	  pages,	  I	  will	  provide	  a	  way	  of	  understanding	  democracy	  as	  a	  practice	  of	  governmentality	  and	  in	  doing	  so	  show	  how	  it	  becomes	  indispensable	  to	  modern,	  liberal	  forms	  of	  rule.	  	  
Government,	  Governance,	  Governmentality	  	  It	  is	  useful	  at	  the	  outset	  to	  make	  a	  distinction	  between	  the	  related	  concepts	  of	  “government”,	  “governance”	  and	  “governmentality”.	  For	  the	  sake	  of	  clarity,	  I	  shall	  follow	  the	  distinction	  made	  implicitly	  by	  DFID	  between	  “government”	  and	  “governance”,	  although	  Foucault	  refers	  throughout	  to	  “government”	  to	  cover	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both	  meanings	  and	  denote	  the	  intimate	  interconnections	  between	  them.1	  However,	  as	  my	  concern	  is	  with	  the	  conditions	  of	  possibility	  of	  contemporary	  British	  democracy	  promotion,	  I	  will	  use	  and	  analyse	  the	  terminology	  employed	  by	  British	  state	  agencies,	  including	  the	  Government,	  wherein	  the	  former	  is	  understood	  as	  the	  government	  of	  a	  country:	  the	  individuals	  and/or	  the	  political	  parties	  that	  people	  the	  ubiquitous	  executive	  and	  ministerial	  institutions	  of	  the	  modern	  state,	  including	  the	  offices	  of	  Government	  ministers,	  Prime	  Minister	  and/or	  President.	  	  	  Governance,	  by	  contrast,	  is	  much	  more	  broadly	  defined:	  “Governance	  is	  about	  power	  and	  authority	  and	  how	  a	  country	  manages	  its	  affairs”	  (DFID,	  2007b).	  This	  takes	  in	  a	  much	  broader	  range	  of	  actors:	  “governance	  works	  at	  all	  levels	  in	  society:	  from	  the	  state	  down	  to	  household	  level	  […]	  governance	  is	  about	  people	  and	  their	  relationship	  with	  the	  state	  […]	  the	  formal	  and	  informal	  rules	  that	  determine	  the	  way	  things	  are	  done”.	  As	  such,	  governance	  might	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  “conduct	  of	  conduct	  [la	  conduite	  de	  la	  conduite]”	  within	  a	  given	  society	  (Foucault,	  2007:	  193).	  This	  definition	  relies	  on	  the	  pun	  on	  “conduct”	  in	  both	  English	  and	  French,	  in	  that	  it	  denotes	  leading,	  guiding,	  managing	  and	  co-­‐ordinating	  (to	  conduct	  a	  tour	  group	  or	  to	  conduct	  an	  orchestra)	  as	  well	  as	  norms,	  rules	  and	  values	  of	  behaviour	  and	  attitude	  (exemplary	  conduct,	  standards	  of	  conduct,	  to	  conduct	  oneself)	  (Dean,	  2010:	  17-­‐30).	  Importantly	  it	  is	  good	  governance	  that	  is	  the	  focus	  of	  DFID’s	  interventions,	  and	  democratic	  politics	  is	  viewed	  as	  the	  “best	  framework”	  for	  achieving	  this	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  3).	  	  “Governmentality”	  is	  a	  concept	  that	  appears	  particularly	  in	  Foucault’s	  1977-­‐78	  and	  1978-­‐79	  lecture	  series	  (Foucault	  2007;	  2008).	  It	  refers	  to	  the	  mentalities,	  the	  systematic	  ways	  of	  thinking,	  or	  what	  Foucault	  calls	  “rationalities”,	  that	  make	  this	  conception	  of	  “governance”	  possible	  in	  the	  contemporary	  world,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  technologies	  and	  techniques	  through	  which	  governance	  operates.	  As	  such,	  “governmentality”	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  loosely	  connected	  assemblage,	  or	  
                                            1	  Bevir	  and	  Rhodes	  (2004)	  suggest	  that	  “governance”	  is	  a	  relatively	  recent	  construct	  in	  Western	  democracies,	   denoting	   a	   move	   away	   from	   centralised	   institutions	   to	   diffuse	   networks	   and	  multiple	   organisations.	   However,	   as	   Foucault’s	   work	   suggests,	   this	   tendency	   towards	   the	  diffusion	  -­‐	  rather	  than	  centralisation	  -­‐	  of	  power	  is	  a	  key	  feature	  of	  any	  kind	  of	  governmental	  rule. 
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regime,	  of	  forms	  of	  power	  (Dean,	  2010:	  40-­‐41).	  This	  insight	  enables	  us	  to	  establish	  a	  level	  of	  analysis	  that	  seeks	  to	  render	  the	  rationalities	  constituting	  governance	  intelligible,	  to	  trace	  their	  workings	  and	  the	  logic	  that	  enables	  and	  constrains	  them.	  We	  need	  to	  make	  visible	  the	  technologies	  and	  practices	  through	  which	  they	  operate	  and	  to	  reveal	  their	  effects,	  including	  the	  identities	  that	  are	  formed	  by	  them	  and	  the	  power	  relations	  that	  circulate	  through	  them.	  	  	  In	  order	  to	  elaborate	  further	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  in	  thinking	  about	  “governmentality”,	  it	  may	  be	  useful	  briefly	  to	  consider	  Foucault’s	  analysis	  of	  how	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  conceive	  of	  governance	  as	  something	  that	  could	  and	  should	  intervene	  at	  all	  levels	  of	  human	  life,	  from	  the	  household	  to	  the	  state.	  In	  his	  earlier	  work,	  he	  describes	  the	  operation	  of	  “sovereignty”	  as	  a	  highly	  constrained	  form	  of	  power	  which	  is	  mainly	  “deductive”	  in	  its	  operations:	  that	  is	  to	  say,	  the	  sovereign	  had	  the	  right	  to	  collect	  taxes,	  demand	  time	  and	  services	  and	  the	  ultimate	  “right	  to	  decide	  life	  and	  death”	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  135).	  	  	  By	  contrast,	  with	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  Industrial	  Revolution,	  Foucault	  points	  to	  growing	  importance	  of	  alternative	  forms	  of	  power,	  which	  work	  alongside	  sovereignty.	  These	  are	  no	  longer	  purely	  repressive	  or	  deductive,	  but	  rather	  they	  work	  to:	  “incite,	  reinforce,	  control,	  monitor,	  optimise	  and	  organise	  the	  forces	  under	  it:	  a	  power	  bent	  on	  generating	  forces,	  making	  them	  grow	  and	  ordering	  them”	  (ibid:	  136).	  The	  “disciplinary”	  modes	  of	  such	  power	  are	  explored	  in	  
Discipline	  and	  Punish,	  which	  looks	  in	  detail	  at	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  the	  micro-­‐techniques	  of	  measuring,	  examining	  and	  surveillance	  all	  allow	  for	  the	  production	  of	  “docile	  bodies”	  (Foucault,	  1979:	  135-­‐170).	  One	  crucial	  technique	  at	  the	  disposal	  of	  disciplinary	  power	  is	  the	  establishment,	  through	  individual	  measurement	  and	  examination	  and	  broader	  statistical	  techniques,	  of	  the	  “norm”.	  This	  has	  a	  double	  purpose,	  not	  only	  rendering	  the	  differences	  between	  individuals	  useful,	  “by	  making	  it	  possible	  to	  measure	  gaps,	  to	  determine	  levels,	  to	  fix	  specialties”	  (ibid:	  184),	  but	  also	  by	  exhorting	  conformity	  to	  the	  norm	  (ibid:	  181-­‐182).	  It	  can	  be	  seen	  that	  this	  form	  of	  power	  -­‐	  operating	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  individual	  and	  constituting	  him	  or	  her	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  norm	  -­‐	  is	  quite	  different	  from	  sovereign	  power	  not	  only	  in	  its	  techniques,	  but	  also	  in	  its	  reach	  and	  scope,	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in	  the	  way	  that	  it	  concerns	  itself	  with	  the	  minute	  detail	  of	  the	  body,	  its	  capacities	  and	  the	  set	  of	  identities	  that	  derive	  from	  it.	  	  	  Governmentality	  shares	  with	  disciplinary	  power	  a	  concern	  for	  “fostering	  life”	  and	  putting	  it	  to	  use,	  as	  differentiated	  from	  the	  sovereign	  power	  to	  take	  life	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  138).	  However,	  governmentality	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  distinct	  from	  discipline	  in	  important	  respects.	  If	  disciplinary	  power	  works	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  individual,	  the	  “governmentality”	  lectures	  and	  the	  first	  volume	  of	  The	  History	  
of	  Sexuality	  stress	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  discipline	  has	  been	  joined	  to	  a	  “bio-­‐politics	  of	  the	  population”	  (ibid:	  139):	  the	  twin	  processes	  of	  individualisation	  and	  totalisation	  we	  saw	  above.	  The	  micro-­‐practices	  that	  constituted	  and	  regulated	  the	  individual	  in	  the	  classroom,	  the	  drilling	  ground	  or	  the	  prison,	  do	  not	  cease	  to	  proliferate,	  but	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  governance:	  “the	  multiplicity	  of	  individuals	  is	  no	  longer	  pertinent,	  the	  population	  is”	  (Foucault,	  2007:	  42).	  Furthermore,	  and	  importantly,	  along	  with	  the	  level	  of	  the	  population,	  what	  will	  be	  important	  is:	  	   a	  different	  level,	  that	  of	  the	  series,	  the	  multiplicity	  of	  individuals,	  who	  will	  not	  be	  pertinent,	  or	  rather	  who	  will	  only	  be	  pertinent	  to	  the	  extent	  that,	  properly	  managed,	  maintained,	  and	  encouraged,	  it	  will	  make	  possible	  what	  one	  wants	  to	  obtain	  at	  the	  level	  that	  is	  pertinent	  (ibid:	  42)	  	  For	  our	  purposes,	  two	  key	  consequences	  follow	  from	  this	  important	  insight.	  First,	  population	  is	  constituted	  as	  a	  level	  of	  intervention	  and	  concern.	  Whereas	  nothing	  escapes	  the	  panoptical	  attention	  of	  disciplinary	  power,	  governmentality	  is	  concerned	  rather	  with	  the	  broad	  consequences	  of	  individual	  practices:	  “the	  big	  picture”.	  	  	  To	  give	  an	  example,	  the	  election	  observers	  in	  Charman’s	  play,	  The	  Observer,	  discussed	  above	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  are	  not	  required	  to	  take	  note	  of	  coercion	  at	  the	  micro-­‐level:	  	  	  If	  thirty-­‐two	  were	  coerced	  […]	  Does	  it	  have	  an	  effect	  on	  the	  outcome?	  Palpably	  I	  mean.	  […]	  If	  we	  report	  things	  that	  don’t	  	  affect	  the	  outcome	  of	  this	  election	  then	  we’re	  not	  helping	  anyone	  get	  a	  clear	  picture”	  (Charman,	  2009:	  33).	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Secondly,	  whereas	  discipline	  concerned	  the	  management,	  control	  and	  optimisation	  of	  the	  body’s	  capacities	  as	  a	  “machine”	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  139),	  governmentality	  operates	  rather	  as	  a	  function	  of	  individual	  freedom	  (Foucault,	  2007:	  48-­‐49).	  The	  aggregate	  actions	  and	  choices	  of	  freely	  acting	  and	  choosing	  individuals	  are	  what	  must	  be	  “managed,	  maintained,	  and	  encouraged”	  for	  the	  optimum	  outcome	  for	  the	  population	  as	  a	  whole.	  Thus,	  provided	  that	  coercion	  is	  negligible,	  the	  voting	  subject	  acts	  freely	  and	  makes	  a	  choice.	  The	  question	  then	  is,	  as	  we	  saw	  in	  my	  discussion	  of	  articulation:	  how	  she	  can	  be	  maintained	  in	  her	  identity	  as	  a	  voter	  and	  how	  she	  can	  be	  managed	  and	  encouraged	  to	  act	  responsibly	  in	  the	  exercise	  of	  her	  choice,	  through	  the	  incitement	  and	  mobilisation	  of	  her	  aspirations	  and	  desires?	  	  	  Techniques	  regarding	  the	  “norm”	  remain	  important	  but	  they	  are	  also	  to	  be	  understood	  differently	  under	  regimes	  of	  discipline	  and	  governmentality	  respectively.	  Discipline	  is	  constructivist	  in	  that	  it	  takes	  a	  desirable	  outcome	  as	  the	  “norm”,	  asking	  what	  particular	  people,	  techniques	  or	  specialisms	  would	  be	  best	  for	  performing	  a	  particular	  task	  and	  then	  directed	  training	  and	  examination	  at	  a	  minute	  level	  at	  individuals	  in	  order	  finally	  to	  establish	  and	  separate	  those	  who	  are	  incapable	  from	  those	  who	  are	  normal	  (ibid:	  57).	  A	  disciplinary	  regime,	  therefore,	  might	  concern	  itself	  with	  the	  most	  efficient	  means	  of	  registering	  a	  democratic	  choice,	  with	  the	  best	  technologies	  of	  designing	  a	  voting	  system,	  a	  ballot	  paper,	  the	  processing	  of	  individuals	  through	  a	  polling	  station.	  It	  would	  also	  divide	  up	  those	  entitled	  to	  vote	  from	  the	  abnormal	  categories	  who	  are	  deemed	  to	  be	  incapable	  or	  otherwise	  disallowed.	  	  	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  a	  governmentality	  regime	  is	  more	  concerned	  with	  rendering	  calculable	  a	  reality	  that	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  external	  to	  itself	  and	  quasi-­‐natural.	  It	  does	  not	  concern	  itself	  with	  establishing	  a	  norm,	  but	  rather	  with	  discovering	  it,	  rendering	  it	  visible	  and	  amenable	  to	  manipulation.	  This	  is	  achieved	  through	  “an	  interplay	  of	  differential	  normalities”,	  in	  which	  certain	  distributions,	  once	  measured,	  can	  be	  considered	  more	  favourable	  than	  the	  others,	  which	  are	  then,	  in	  turn,	  to	  be	  brought	  into	  alignment	  with	  it	  (ibid:	  63).	  A	  governmentality	  regime,	  therefore,	  might	  assess	  voter	  registration	  figures	  in	  different	  areas	  and	  attempt	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to	  bring	  the	  norm	  in	  more	  disenfranchised	  areas	  into	  line	  with	  the	  general	  norm,	  whilst	  always	  assuming	  that	  the	  choices	  and	  interests	  of	  voters	  are	  already	  fully	  formed	  and	  with	  the	  right	  techniques	  can	  be	  made	  representable	  through	  the	  electoral	  process.	  In	  short,	  whilst	  sovereignty	  might	  be	  said	  to	  prohibit	  and	  discipline	  to	  prescribe,	  governmentality	  is	  rather	  a	  form	  of	  power	  that	  regulates,	  that	  is,	  maintains	  the	  proper	  arrangement	  and	  analysis	  of	  what	  is	  understood	  as	  a	  concrete,	  external,	  fully-­‐formed	  reality	  that	  is	  not	  tractable	  to	  decree,	  but	  rather	  can	  be	  known,	  managed,	  channelled	  and	  put	  to	  work.	  	  	  As	  the	  above	  examples	  might	  suggest,	  none	  of	  this	  is	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  rationalities	  characterised	  by	  either	  sovereignty	  or	  discipline	  have	  been	  abolished	  by	  governmentality	  (ibid:	  107).	  Rather,	  they	  exist	  alongside	  it	  and	  are	  transformed	  and	  reinscribed	  by	  it.	  The	  specific	  configurations	  of	  these	  forms	  of	  power	  in	  different	  times	  and	  places,	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  they	  operate	  and	  interact,	  the	  modes	  of	  ongoing	  transformation	  and	  reinscription	  that	  they	  undergo,	  are	  all	  a	  matter	  of	  empirical	  investigation.	  I	  will	  therefore	  turn	  next	  to	  the	  specific	  configuration	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  to	  discuss	  how	  contemporary	  democratic	  practice	  is	  informed	  by	  governmentality.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  throughout	  this	  discussion	  that	  contemporary	  liberal	  democratic	  practice	  is	  precisely	  what	  is	  being	  recommended	  by	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  	  
Governmentality	  and	  Liberal	  Democracy	  	  The	  history	  of	  governmentality	  is	  intimately	  linked	  with	  the	  history	  of	  both	  liberalism	  and	  liberal	  democracy,	  with	  its	  emphasis	  on	  electoralism.	  	  However,	  as	  Foucault	  points	  out,	  there	  is	  no	  necessary	  relationship	  between	  liberalism	  and	  democracy:	  “democracy	  […has]	  not	  necessarily	  been	  liberal,	  nor	  has	  liberalism	  been	  necessarily	  democratic”	  (Foucault,	  2008:	  321).	  The	  relationship	  between	  representative	  democratic	  institutions	  and	  liberal	  forms	  of	  rule	  is	  historically	  contingent,	  and	  no	  doubt	  could	  have	  been	  otherwise.	  Nevertheless,	  it	  is	  far	  from	  random.	  We	  therefore	  need	  to	  explore	  the	  way	  in	  which	  an	  articulation	  of	  liberalism	  and	  democracy	  is	  enabled	  by	  a	  regime	  of	  governmentality	  and	  the	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important	  consequences	  this	  has	  had	  for	  the	  way	  democratic	  institutions	  can	  be	  imagined.	  	  	  According	  to	  Foucault,	  the	  emergence	  of	  liberalism	  as	  a	  rationality	  accompanies	  the	  discovery	  of	  a	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  economy,	  which	  is	  for	  the	  first	  time	  understood	  as	  a	  quasi-­‐natural	  realm	  that	  aggregates	  individual	  decisions	  within	  the	  realm	  of	  the	  market	  and	  that	  it	  is	  the	  primary	  job	  of	  the	  state	  to	  manage	  and	  control.	  This	  discovery	  emerges	  alongside	  the	  invention	  of	  statistics	  as	  a	  technology	  of	  the	  state	  that	  can	  measure	  and	  make	  visible	  the	  population,	  providing	  information	  about	  how	  decisions	  at	  the	  individual	  level	  are	  aggregated	  that	  can	  then	  be	  put	  to	  further	  use	  to	  optimise	  outcomes	  (Foucault,	  2007:	  87-­‐110).	  	  	  With	  the	  development	  of	  the	  population	  as	  a	  level	  of	  analysis	  and	  the	  means	  to	  make	  it	  knowable	  (legible,	  calculable	  and	  analysable),	  the	  correlative	  objective	  of	  governance	  is:	  “to	  improve	  the	  condition	  of	  the	  population,	  to	  increase	  its	  wealth,	  its	  longevity	  and	  its	  health”	  (ibid:	  105).	  Liberal	  democracy	  is	  a	  rational	  means	  of	  organising	  government	  within	  liberalism,	  analysed	  as	  a	  way	  of	  thinking,	  with	  its	  emphasis	  on	  the	  individual:	  “the	  rationality	  of	  the	  governed	  must	  serve	  as	  the	  regulating	  principle	  for	  the	  rationality	  of	  government”	  (Foucault,	  2008:	  312).	  Although	  Foucault	  does	  not	  focus	  on	  the	  technologies	  of	  democratic	  rule,	  focusing	  rather	  on	  democracy	  as	  a	  way	  of	  re-­‐inscribing	  old	  forms	  of	  sovereign	  power,	  it	  is	  nevertheless	  against	  this	  backdrop	  that	  the	  calculative	  technologies	  of	  electoral	  democracy	  are	  developed.	  The	  individual	  -­‐	  conceptualised	  as	  independent	  and	  autonomous,	  with	  interests	  and	  needs	  that	  are	  fully	  transparent,	  knowable	  and	  representable	  by	  a	  simple	  cross	  on	  the	  ballot	  paper	  -­‐	  is	  enshrined	  as	  the	  basic	  principle,	  and	  unit,	  of	  legitimate	  government	  (Dean,	  2010:	  143).	  Democracy	  enables	  the	  individual	  and	  the	  total	  population	  to	  be	  known.	  	  Above	  all,	  the	  election	  -­‐	  this	  simple,	  quantitative	  means	  of	  obtaining	  information	  about	  the	  interests	  and	  preferences	  of	  individuals	  in	  a	  way	  that	  can	  be	  aggregated	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  population	  -­‐	  is	  useful.	  Foucault	  suggests	  that,	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“participation	  of	  the	  governed	  in	  the	  drawing	  up	  of	  the	  law	  in	  a	  parliamentary	  system	  is	  the	  most	  effective	  system	  of	  government	  economy”	  (Foucault,	  2008:	  321).	  It	  provides	  the	  means,	  along	  with	  other	  statistical	  techniques	  and	  the	  burgeoning	  concomitant	  expertise	  that	  goes	  with	  it,	  of	  determining	  the	  various	  distributions	  of	  norms,	  the	  various	  needs,	  desires	  and	  interests	  of	  the	  electorate,	  the	  better	  to	  manage	  them.	  It	  also	  constitutes	  identities:	  constructing	  the	  electorate	  as	  a	  population	  amenable	  to	  measurement	  and	  enjoining	  the	  individuals	  within	  it	  to	  consider	  themselves	  as	  voters	  and	  citizens,	  to	  reflect	  upon	  their	  vote	  and	  exercise	  it	  freely	  and	  responsibly.	  If	  it	  is	  the	  role	  of	  governance	  to	  manage	  the	  affairs	  of	  a	  country	  in	  order	  to	  ensure	  economic	  growth	  and	  prosperity,	  the	  election	  provides	  both	  the	  information	  and	  legitimacy	  to	  pursue	  this	  end.	  	  	  Furthermore,	  if	  the	  basic	  problem	  of	  liberalism	  is	  to	  draw	  the	  balance	  between	  “governing	  too	  much	  and	  governing	  too	  little”	  (Dean,	  2010:	  144),	  then	  the	  participation	  of	  individuals	  in	  the	  exercise	  of	  sovereignty	  provides	  an	  elegant	  solution	  to	  this	  problem	  by	  displacing	  the	  problem	  back	  onto	  the	  individuals	  from	  whose	  autonomy	  and	  rights	  it	  originates.	  A	  particular	  institutional	  design	  is	  implied	  by	  liberalism,	  for	  if	  government	  is	  understood	  as	  something	  to	  be	  limited,	  then	  participation	  must	  also	  be	  regulated	  and	  limited.	  This	  is	  achieved	  through	  the	  familiar	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  which	  include	  representative,	  rather	  than	  more	  broadly	  participatory,	  institutions,	  a	  separation	  of	  powers,	  the	  independence	  of	  the	  police	  and	  judiciary,	  freedom	  of	  speech,	  and	  the	  broader	  principle	  of	  the	  “rule	  of	  law”,	  understood	  to	  apply	  to	  all	  equally	  and	  in	  theory	  neutrally.	  This	  is	  why	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  understood	  as	  more	  than	  merely	  electoral	  democracy,	  despite	  the	  undeniable	  importance	  of	  elections:	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  technologies	  is	  inextricably	  united	  in	  producing	  and	  reproducing	  the	  citizen,	  the	  electorate,	  the	  law	  and	  the	  government	  as	  well	  as	  their	  concrete	  relations	  to	  the	  workings	  of	  the	  economy.	  	  	  The	  resulting	  democratisation	  and	  juridification	  of	  the	  sovereign	  state	  functions	  as	  a	  reinscription	  of	  sovereignty:	  what	  Foucault	  called	  the	  “governmentalisation”	  of	  the	  state.	  He	  suggests	  that:	  “it	  is	  the	  tactics	  of	  government	  that	  allow	  the	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continual	  definition	  of	  what	  should	  and	  should	  not	  fall	  within	  the	  state’s	  domain,	  what	  is	  public	  and	  what	  private,	  what	  is	  and	  is	  not	  within	  the	  state’s	  competence”,	  and	  it	  is	  this	  that	  has	  ensured	  both	  “the	  survival	  and	  the	  limits	  of	  the	  state”.	  Thus,	  the	  “techniques	  of	  government	  have	  really	  become	  the	  only	  political	  stake	  and	  the	  only	  real	  space	  of	  political	  struggle	  and	  contestation”	  (Foucault,	  2007:	  109).	  This	  is	  very	  important,	  because	  the	  notional	  line	  between	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private	  constitutes	  what	  is,	  and	  what	  is	  not,	  up	  for	  debate.	  	  It	  may	  be	  tempting	  to	  join	  Fiona	  Russell	  in	  The	  Observer	  and	  remark	  the	  never-­‐ending	  failure	  of	  the	  election	  -­‐	  “Nothing	  changes”	  (Charman,	  2009:	  61)	  -­‐	  rather	  as	  Foucault	  points	  out	  the	  “perpetual	  failure”	  of	  the	  prison	  (Foucault,	  1979:	  264).	  Those	  hoping	  for	  really	  radical	  change	  are	  indeed,	  it	  seems,	  destined	  to	  be	  disappointed	  by	  the	  technology	  of	  the	  election,	  because	  of	  the	  limitation	  and	  regulation	  of	  participation	  that	  is	  written	  into	  its	  very	  design	  and	  inscribed	  into	  the	  rationality	  that	  produced	  it.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  democratisation	  of	  state	  sovereignty	  has	  no	  doubt	  had	  concrete	  consequences,	  many	  of	  which	  are	  part	  of	  the	  explicit	  programme	  of	  those	  who	  recommend	  liberal	  democracy	  (Sen,	  1999,	  just	  for	  example),	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  opening	  up	  of	  space	  to	  make	  and	  meet	  “social”	  demands	  to	  foster	  life,	  for	  healthcare	  and	  education,	  poverty	  reduction	  and	  generation	  of	  economic	  growth,	  environmental	  projects	  and	  the	  protection	  of	  natural	  and	  cultural	  heritages,	  to	  name	  but	  a	  few.	  	  	  It	  is	  important	  to	  understand,	  for	  my	  purposes,	  however,	  that	  this	  space	  is	  opened	  up	  as	  the	  result	  of	  a	  specific	  history	  and	  in	  the	  service	  of	  particular	  rationalities	  and	  power	  relations.	  This	  concerns	  not	  least	  the	  creation	  and	  always	  vigilant	  maintenance	  of	  -­‐	  and	  constant	  struggle	  over	  -­‐	  the	  separation	  between	  what	  counts	  as	  “public”	  and	  contestable,	  and	  what	  is	  considered	  “private”	  and	  (in	  theory)	  beyond	  the	  sphere	  of	  governmental	  intervention.	  	  	  
Democracy	  Promotion,	  Governmentality,	  Power	  	  Surprisingly,	  considering	  the	  usefulness	  of	  thinking	  about	  liberal	  democracy	  in	  terms	  of	  its	  role	  within	  governmental	  regimes,	  and	  the	  now	  quite	  large	  literature	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on	  governmentality	  in	  international	  relations	  (Dillon	  and	  Reid,	  2001;	  Kiersey	  and	  Weidner,	  2009;	  Duffield,	  2007;	  Sending	  and	  Neumann,	  2006;	  Murray	  Li,	  2007),	  there	  have	  been	  few	  analyses	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  using	  a	  governmentality	  analysis.	  The	  two	  exceptions	  are	  Milja	  Kurki,	  who	  has	  quite	  recently	  explained	  the	  limited	  vision	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  conducted	  by	  the	  European	  Union	  in	  terms	  of	  governmentality	  (2011),	  and	  perhaps	  Mandaville	  and	  Mandaville,	  who	  merely	  refer	  to	  democracy	  assistance	  as	  “governmentality”	  without	  elaborating	  on	  this	  insight	  (2007).	  However,	  I	  suggest	  that	  the	  crucial	  need	  within	  a	  governmental	  regime	  to	  know,	  represent	  and	  make	  visible	  a	  population	  -­‐	  along	  with	  the	  detailed	  and	  elaborate	  techniques	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  makes	  available	  for	  doing	  just	  this	  -­‐	  together	  enable	  us	  better	  to	  understand	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  in	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  Let	  us	  return	  to	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature	  to	  demonstrate	  the	  way	  that	  democracy	  as	  a	  way	  of	  knowing	  pervades	  the	  practices	  discussed	  and	  recommended	  by	  it.	  	  It	  is	  of	  particular	  importance	  to	  bear	  in	  mind	  the	  understanding	  of	  power	  that	  has	  been	  elaborated	  so	  far.	  To	  recap,	  we	  have	  seen	  how	  the	  conception	  of	  power	  frequently	  used	  in	  Democracy	  Promotion	  has	  much	  in	  common	  with	  what	  Foucault	  influentially	  named	  the	  “repressive	  hypothesis”,	  which	  is	  to	  say,	  the	  hypothesis	  that	  power	  mainly	  functions	  through	  exclusions,	  denials	  and	  prohibitions	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  10-­‐12).	  In	  Chapter	  1,	  we	  saw	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  relies	  on	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  is	  considered	  neutral:	  the	  premise	  is	  that	  democracy	  will	  distribute	  power	  evenly	  amongst	  free,	  equal,	  but	  not	  exercise	  power	  over	  anyone.	  The	  assumption	  of	  neutrality	  means	  that	  the	  productive	  flows	  of	  power	  that	  are	  intrinsic	  to	  Democracy	  Promotion	  are	  not	  seen	  and	  not	  questioned.	  Foucault	  does	  not	  deny	  that	  power	  can	  and	  does	  operate	  in	  this	  way;	  however,	  we	  have	  also	  noted	  that	  his	  essential	  contribution	  was	  to	  point	  out	  that	  these	  are	  localised	  tactics	  within	  a	  broader	  “general	  economy”	  of	  power	  that	  is	  also,	  and	  primarily,	  productive.	  Governmentality,	  then,	  is	  a	  web	  of	  productive	  power:	  it	  produces	  identities;	  seeks	  to	  know	  the	  world	  and	  render	  it	  amenable	  to	  manipulation;	  measures	  norms	  with	  the	  intention	  of	  bringing	  them	  into	  the	  most	  favourable	  alignment	  and	  mobilises	  the	  aspirations	  and	  choices	  of	  the	  freely-­‐
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choosing	  individuals	  it	  has	  produced	  in	  order	  to	  optimise	  outcomes	  for	  whole	  populations	  that	  it	  constitutes	  as	  the	  target	  for	  intervention.	  	  	  Let	  us	  begin	  with	  the	  election.	  The	  importance	  and	  centrality	  of	  elections	  as	  a	  democratic	  practice	  is	  not,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  much	  questioned	  in	  the	  literature.	  Its	  function	  as	  a	  governmental	  technology	  is	  signalled	  by	  Carothers,	  who	  suggests	  that	  the	  main	  reason	  for	  putting	  significant	  emphasis	  on	  the	  election,	  rather	  than	  other	  democratic	  practices,	  is	  not	  only	  its	  symbolic	  value,	  but	  also	  because	  it	  is:	  “the	  best	  way	  of	  concentrating	  the	  energies	  and	  attention	  of	  a	  society	  in	  transition	  […]	  toward	  a	  broad,	  participatory	  act	  of	  political	  self-­‐determination”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  15).	  In	  other	  words,	  an	  election	  is	  what	  enables,	  and	  requires,	  individuals	  to	  reflect	  upon	  their	  vote	  and	  make	  a	  free	  choice:	  they	  are	  moulded	  as	  subjects	  through	  this	  technology.	  Indeed,	  DFID	  justify	  their	  financial	  support	  to	  the	  elections	  in	  Pakistan	  in	  exactly	  these	  terms.	  First	  of	  all:	  	  	   [r]esearch	  and	  monitoring	  on	  electoral	  behaviour	  will	  promote	  an	  improved	  understanding	  of	  social	  and	  poverty	  issues	  that	  influence	  voting	  behaviour	  thus	  enriching	  the	  policy	  dialogue	  (DFID,	  2006a:	  9).	  	  	  Thus	  the	  voting	  population	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  calculable	  and	  knowable	  through	  its	  electoral	  behaviour,	  in	  ways	  that	  are	  useful	  for	  government	  in	  its	  crucial	  role	  of	  fostering	  life.	  Secondly,	  “special	  initiatives	  [will]	  address	  knowledge/information	  gaps	  that	  lead	  to	  lack	  of	  electoral	  participation	  among	  marginalised	  groups”	  (ibid:	  9).	  In	  other	  words,	  those	  voters	  who	  are	  unable	  to	  reflect	  freely	  and	  responsibly	  on	  their	  vote	  –	  probably	  because	  they	  are	  illiterate,	  or	  isolated	  from	  the	  possibility	  of	  obtaining	  knowledge	  because	  of	  their	  social	  status	  (perhaps	  as	  women)	  (ibid:	  9)	  -­‐	  need	  to	  be	  enabled	  to	  do	  so.	  This	  is	  viewed	  as	  a	  straightforward	  matter	  of	  providing	  “knowledge/information”,	  which	  in	  principle	  is	  objective	  and	  can	  freely	  be	  reflected	  on	  by	  voters	  themselves.	  As	  ever,	  then,	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  viewed	  as	  distributing	  power	  evenly,	  not	  as	  participating	  in	  power	  relations.	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  election	  (along	  with	  rights	  to	  free	  expression	  and	  association,	  which	  I	  will	  discuss	  below)	  constitutes	  a	  public	  sphere	  in	  which	  these	  choices	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can	  all	  be	  made	  visible	  and	  representable.	  The	  aggregate	  counting	  of	  ballots	  then	  enables	  the	  overall	  	  sum	  total	  of	  individuals	  reflecting	  on	  their	  vote	  to	  be	  understood	  more	  broadly,	  so	  that	  a	  government	  can	  not	  only	  be	  inaugurated	  but	  also	  that	  it	  might,	  because	  of	  the	  participation	  of	  the	  electors,	  know	  what	  it	  legitimately	  ought	  to	  do.	  	  	  This	  process	  of	  rendering	  a	  population	  visible	  and	  knowable	  occurs	  not	  only	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  country	  holding	  the	  election,	  but	  is	  also	  implicated	  in	  larger,	  international	  flows	  of	  power.	  Susan	  Hyde	  notes	  that	  the	  ubiquity	  of	  the	  international	  election	  observer	  has	  developed	  into	  a	  mode	  of	  “signalling”	  (Hyde,	  2011).	  Whether	  or	  not	  a	  given	  election	  is	  “free	  and	  fair”,	  there	  is	  a	  general	  expectation	  (or	  “norm”,	  in	  her	  terminology)	  that	  the	  election	  will	  be	  held	  and	  that	  it	  will	  be	  internationally	  observed.	  In	  a	  world	  in	  which	  there	  are	  significant	  rewards	  for	  holding	  democratic	  elections	  in	  terms	  of	  aid,	  investment,	  trade	  and	  membership	  of	  international	  organisations,	  there	  is	  a	  strong	  incentive	  to	  “signal”	  this	  in	  credible	  ways,	  particularly	  through	  the	  practice	  of	  election	  observation	  (ibid:	  9).	  Without	  this	  form	  of	  international	  visibility,	  there	  is	  an	  assumption	  that	  the	  election	  was	  not	  valid,	  which	  means	  that	  even	  elections	  which	  are	  less	  than	  “free	  and	  fair”	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  observed,	  so	  as	  to	  maximise	  the	  potential	  benefits	  from	  holding	  them	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  Hyde	  argues	  that	  although	  the	  “signals	  may	  not	  be	  perfectly	  informative”,	  refusing	  to	  send	  the	  signal	  itself	  becomes	  a	  source	  of	  relevant	  information,	  whereas	  the	  practice	  of	  observation	  itself	  generates	  reports	  which	  bring	  yet	  more	  information	  (ibid:	  12).	  The	  important	  thing	  to	  note	  here	  is	  that	  the	  election	  becomes	  part	  of	  a	  broader	  system	  of	  inscription	  and	  power,	  in	  which	  the	  competitive	  logic	  of	  international	  governance	  requires	  states	  to	  compete	  against	  one	  another	  for	  aid	  and	  other	  benefits	  by	  making	  their	  own	  performance	  -­‐	  against	  externally	  defined	  targets	  -­‐	  visible	  and	  calculable	  (Gould,	  2005:	  10).	  	  	  This	  signalling	  functions	  alongside	  a	  whole	  industry	  of	  “country	  governance	  analyses”	  which	  aim	  to	  know	  in	  minute	  detail	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  information	  about	  how	  political	  and	  economic	  affairs	  are	  managed	  in	  countries,	  well	  beyond	  merely	  analysis	  of	  electoral	  practices	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  32;	  DFID,	  2007a;	  for	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Pakistan’s	  own	  Country	  Governance	  analysis,	  see	  Coffey	  International	  Development,	  2011).	  In	  all	  these	  ways,	  whole	  swathes	  of	  populations	  become	  representable,	  knowable	  and	  visible	  both	  as	  individuals	  with	  particular	  preferences	  and	  interests,	  and	  as	  citizens	  of	  states	  which	  have	  (or	  not)	  particular	  valued	  characteristics.	  	  
Freedom	  of	  Speech	  and	  Association	  	  Equally	  tellingly,	  such	  anxiety	  as	  exists	  surrounding	  elections	  is	  generally	  related	  to	  concerns	  that	  elections	  do	  not	  always	  provide	  the	  most	  accurate	  way	  of	  representing	  populations,	  as	  the	  cartoon	  discussed	  at	  the	  start	  of	  this	  chapter	  implied.	  Thus	  Carothers	  warns	  that	  although	  the	  “mechanical	  process	  of	  voting”	  may	  be	  perfectly	  accurate	  and	  fair,	  it	  is	  always	  necessary	  to	  guard	  against	  the	  possibilities	  of:	  “a	  biased	  election	  commission,	  a	  lack	  of	  any	  civic-­‐education	  efforts,	  grossly	  unfair	  campaign	  coverage	  on	  television,	  or	  blatantly	  unequal	  resources”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  88-­‐89).	  Any	  such	  irregularities	  in	  the	  broader	  “neutrality”	  of	  democratic	  practices,	  it	  is	  implied,	  will	  skew	  the	  information	  derived	  from	  the	  election	  such	  as	  to	  make	  it	  impossible	  to	  read.	  	  	  This	  anxiety	  likewise	  informs	  concerns	  over	  the	  possibility	  that	  donors	  might,	  unwittingly,	  interfere	  with	  democratic	  mechanisms	  of	  demand	  and	  bargaining	  that	  occur	  between	  the	  public	  and	  politicians	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  28).	  Similarly	  the	  ever-­‐present	  worry	  about	  “patronage”	  in	  Pakistan	  also	  centres	  on	  the	  way	  that	  practices	  of	  patronage	  will	  interfere	  with	  the	  accurate	  representation	  of	  the	  population:	  “the	  close	  correlation	  between	  electoral	  success	  and	  patronage	  by	  local	  elites	  inhibits	  potential	  for	  popular	  engagement”	  (Coffey	  International	  Development,	  2011:	  11).	  The	  concern	  over	  the	  possible	  inadequacies	  of	  the	  election	  then	  entails	  an	  interest	  in	  other	  democratic	  practices	  that	  can	  supplement	  it:	  these	  include	  the	  institutions	  of	  a	  free	  press,	  freedom	  of	  association	  and	  public	  debate.	  	  	  Liberal	  democracy	  relies	  upon	  the	  right	  to	  freedom	  of	  speech	  and	  freedom	  of	  association	  alongside	  elections,	  so	  that	  freely	  choosing	  individuals	  can	  test	  out	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their	  opinions	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  worse	  options,	  ideas	  and	  beliefs	  can	  be	  discarded	  in	  favour	  of	  better	  ones.	  This	  is	  the	  precondition	  of	  being	  able	  to	  make	  a	  rational	  decision	  at	  the	  ballot	  box	  in	  possession	  of	  all	  relevant	  information	  and	  provides	  the	  opportunity	  for	  individuals	  to	  discover	  what	  their	  interests	  are	  in	  debate	  and	  conversation	  with	  others.	  Through	  processes	  of	  debate	  and	  contestation,	  a	  population	  will	  be	  able	  to	  represent	  its	  needs	  and	  interests,	  such	  that	  politicians	  will	  be	  able	  and	  obliged	  to	  understand	  and	  respond	  to	  them.	  	  As	  should	  by	  now	  be	  very	  clear,	  this	  liberal	  formulation	  of	  the	  rights	  of	  free	  speech	  relies	  on	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  of	  power:	  the	  hypothesis,	  that	  is,	  that	  power	  is	  the	  force	  that	  says	  “No”,	  the	  force	  that	  censors	  and	  prevents	  people	  from	  saying	  what	  they	  would	  otherwise	  say.	  This	  hypothesis	  masks	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  power	  is	  not	  only,	  or	  even	  mainly,	  a	  repressive	  phenomenon,	  but	  is	  rather	  
productive,	  enabling	  what	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  say,	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  say	  them	  and	  even	  the	  individuals	  who	  get	  to	  speak.	  	  Just	  as	  electoral	  democracy	  is	  understood	  as	  a	  neutral	  forum	  which	  puts	  power	  directly	  into	  the	  hands	  of	  the	  people	  in	  form	  of	  the	  ballot	  paper,	  likewise	  individuals	  are	  understood	  to	  hold	  and	  exercise	  power	  by	  dint	  of	  the	  right	  to	  hold	  and	  share	  their	  own	  opinions	  in	  a	  free,	  democratic	  country.	  	  	  As	  discussed	  above,	  one	  of	  the	  crucial	  logics	  of	  liberal	  governmentality	  is	  to	  produce	  and	  maintain	  separate	  public	  and	  private	  spheres,	  and	  the	  state	  is	  understood	  to	  play	  a	  crucial	  role	  in	  constructing	  a	  broader	  public	  sphere	  in	  which	  representation	  can	  take	  place.	  This	  includes	  not	  only	  state	  institutions,	  but	  also	  a	  public	  sphere	  that	  is	  free	  from	  censorship	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  “civil	  society”	  in	  which	  “citizens	  associate	  according	  to	  their	  own	  interests	  and	  wishes”,	  which	  is	  understood	  to	  exist	  only	  insofar	  as	  a	  strong	  and	  capable	  state	  is	  able	  to	  guarantee	  and	  facilitate	  it	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  13;	  see	  also;	  Kurki,	  2011).	  Thus	  the	  state	  is	  fully	  implicated	  in	  modes	  of	  everyday	  democracy	  promotion,	  even	  when	  they	  are	  formally	  divorced	  from	  state	  institutions.	  	  	  Free	  speech	  and	  association	  is	  the	  lifeblood	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  life	  in	  that	  it	  enables	  a	  range	  of	  policy	  options	  to	  be	  represented	  and	  developed	  in	  the	  public	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sphere,	  thus	  enabling	  governments	  at	  all	  levels	  to	  know	  the	  advantages	  and	  disadvantages	  of	  particular	  techniques	  and	  modes	  of	  fostering	  life	  and	  managing	  populations,	  and	  providing	  them	  with	  legitimacy	  through	  the	  process	  of	  public	  debate.	  If	  the	  election	  renders	  the	  interests	  of	  the	  population	  visible	  and	  
quantifiable,	  it	  is	  freedom	  speech	  and	  association	  in	  civil	  society	  that	  makes	  populations	  truly	  legible.	  This	  focus	  on	  legibility	  explains	  the	  emphasis	  on	  visible	  “demand”	  that	  is	  found	  in	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  28;	  DFID,	  2007b:	  16,	  23,	  32-­‐16,	  23,	  34).	  This	  is	  often	  articulated	  around	  practices	  of	  “bargaining”,	  not	  least	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  citizens	  mobilise	  around	  how	  money	  raised	  through	  taxation	  should	  be	  spent,	  which	  particularly	  informs	  the	  logic	  behind	  budget	  support	  as	  a	  mechanism	  for	  delivering	  aid	  (ibid:	  62;	  Smillie,	  2007:	  60;	  Moore	  and	  Unsworth,	  2006:	  710).	  	  	  What	  is	  crucially	  important	  here,	  however,	  is	  that	  citizens	  are	  more	  often	  than	  not	  conceptualised	  as	  engaging	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  with	  their	  interests,	  values	  and	  identities	  already	  fixed	  and	  decided:	  as	  in	  the	  classic	  liberalism	  described	  by	  Graham	  Burchell,	  “[i]nterest,	  then,	  functions	  as	  the	  principle	  of	  a	  personal	  choice	  which	  is	  unconditionally	  subjective	  or	  private”	  and	  therefore	  “irreducible”	  (1991:	  130).	  Thus	  Quadir,	  for	  example,	  suggests	  that	  the	  importance	  of	  “participatory	  governance”	  is	  in	  “representing	  the	  concerns	  of	  gender,	  age,	  caste,	  ethnicity,	  wealth	  and	  class	  […]	  based	  on	  the	  voices	  of	  ordinary	  citizens	  in	  decision-­‐making”.	  The	  logic	  of	  participation	  here	  is	  not	  to	  transform	  subjectivities,	  which	  are	  taken	  as	  given,	  but	  rather	  to	  ensure	  that	  they	  are	  fully	  representable,	  and	  therefore	  governable.	  	  	  Unsworth	  finds	  this	  kind	  of	  representation	  more	  troubling,	  however,	  suggesting	  that	  “political	  mobilisation	  is	  often	  along	  ethnic	  lines	  rather	  than	  around	  economic	  or	  other	  interests	  that	  would	  facilitate	  compromise	  over	  time”	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  33).	  This	  makes	  a	  particular	  set	  of	  assumptions	  about	  what	  ought	  to	  be	  represented	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  -­‐	  with	  loyalties	  related	  to	  ethnicity	  perhaps	  understood	  as	  unfit	  for	  the	  public	  sphere	  because	  they	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  mainly	  appropriate	  to	  the	  private,	  domestic	  relations	  of	  family	  and	  kinship	  -­‐	  but	  still	  assumes	  that	  identities	  and	  interests	  precede	  democratic	  engagement.	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 The	  freedom	  of	  the	  press	  is	  clearly	  a	  crucially	  important	  element	  of	  the	  right	  to	  free	  expression.	  As	  Benedict	  Anderson	  has	  so	  famously	  shown	  (2006),	  it	  is	  the	  daily	  practice	  of	  reading	  the	  same	  newspapers	  that	  enables	  a	  large	  population	  of	  individuals	  who	  will	  never	  meet	  to	  imagine	  themselves	  as	  a	  homogeneous	  community,	  governed	  by	  the	  same	  laws	  and	  norms,	  preoccupied	  by	  the	  same	  concerns,	  united	  by	  certain	  recurring	  narratives.	  The	  freedom	  to	  publish	  entails	  the	  ability	  to	  be	  represented	  at	  this	  crucial	  national	  level,	  where	  much	  governing	  still	  takes	  place,	  and	  to	  ensure	  that	  the	  opinions	  and	  beliefs	  that	  are	  formed	  in	  the	  private	  sphere	  can	  be	  represented,	  or	  made	  legible,	  to	  the	  institutions	  of	  government.	  	  The	  role	  of	  the	  press	  is	  characterised	  in	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature	  as	  representing	  sets	  of	  identities	  and	  interests	  that	  exist	  prior	  to	  and	  can	  therefore	  be	  reflected	  transparently	  by	  the	  media.	  For	  example,	  in	  Larry	  Diamond’s	  book	  on	  Democracy	  Promotion	  there	  are	  thirty	  six	  references	  to	  “media	  and	  press”	  in	  the	  index,	  each	  of	  which	  either	  praises	  a	  press	  that	  is	  “free”	  or	  expresses	  concern	  about	  media	  that	  has	  been	  “censored”	  or	  “co-­‐opted”	  by	  government	  or	  incumbent	  in	  power	  (Diamond,	  2008).	  One	  entry	  seems	  more	  nuanced	  than	  this,	  showing	  a	  politician	  (Alejandro	  Toledo	  in	  Peru)	  effectively	  hounded	  out	  of	  office	  by	  an	  elite-­‐dominated	  and	  hostile	  press.	  Even	  here,	  however,	  Diamond’s	  conclusion	  is	  that:	  “a	  president	  must	  battle	  for	  public	  opinion”	  (ibid:	  175),	  thus	  failing	  to	  dissociate	  press	  and	  public	  or	  give	  a	  meaningful	  account	  of	  how	  they	  are	  co-­‐constituted.	  	  The	  role	  of	  the	  press	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  a	  question	  of	  its	  “freedom,	  vigor	  and	  autonomy”	  (ibid:	  312),	  for	  which	  certain	  skills	  are	  required	  to	  obtain	  or	  report	  the	  truth,	  but	  the	  press	  is	  not	  understood	  to	  have	  a	  role	  in	  actively	  constructing	  what	  might	  count	  as	  the	  truth.	  This	  is	  an	  important	  omission,	  as	  we	  shall	  see	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  the	  next	  section	  on	  democratic	  talk.	  	  For	  now,	  we	  can	  again	  see	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  at	  work	  here.	  Freedom	  of	  speech	  and	  association	  is	  understood	  to	  exist	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  censorship	  or	  coercion.	  The	  power	  that	  produces	  gendered,	  racialised,	  ethnic	  or	  class	  identities,	  that	  enables	  subjects	  to	  understand	  themselves	  as	  belonging	  to	  a	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particular	  religious	  or	  tribal	  group	  rather	  than	  to	  a	  particular	  class,	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  voting,	  is	  ignored	  here	  as	  attention	  is	  focused	  on	  the	  power	  that	  says	  “no”,	  that	  censors,	  that	  forces	  a	  constituent	  to	  vote	  in	  favour	  of	  a	  more	  powerful	  landlord	  instead	  of	  in	  her	  own,	  already	  constituted	  interest.	  	  	  
Democratic	  Talk	  	  When	  the	  DFID	  Pakistan	  Country	  Governance	  Analysis	  assesses	  the	  role	  of	  the	  media,	  then,	  it	  predictably	  focuses	  on	  “transparency”,	  the	  problem	  of	  “intimidation”	  and	  the	  role	  of	  media	  in	  enabling	  audiences	  to	  understand	  government	  policy	  and	  “hold	  government	  to	  account”	  (Coffey	  International	  Development,	  2011:	  10).	  All	  of	  this	  is	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  view	  that	  subjects	  come	  to	  the	  public	  sphere	  with	  their	  identities	  and	  interests	  already	  formed.	  	  	  However,	  any	  serious	  consideration	  of	  processes	  of	  debate	  and	  contestation	  in	  a	  democratic	  society	  must	  inevitably	  touch	  upon	  productive	  power.	  What	  is	  therefore	  more	  interesting	  is	  the	  statement	  that	  the	  media	  must	  be	  supported	  to	  “contest	  militant	  viewpoints”	  (ibid:	  10).	  This	  is	  very	  different	  from	  an	  assumption	  that	  all	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  done	  is	  to	  ensure	  there	  is	  no	  censorship.	  Thus	  at	  the	  limits	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  where	  the	  attempt	  to	  know,	  manage	  and	  civilise	  the	  unruly	  other	  comes	  up	  against	  the	  irredeemably	  unmanageable	  barbarian	  –	  the	  terrorist,	  the	  militant	  –	  the	  power	  of	  representation	  to	  create,	  not	  just	  reflect,	  identities	  is	  –	  unusually	  -­‐	  acknowledged.	  	  	  Relations	  of	  power/knowledge	  become	  particularly	  unavoidable	  when	  considering	  practices	  of	  deliberation	  in	  a	  democracy,	  because	  of	  the	  ways	  that	  power	  is	  always	  implicated	  not	  in	  the	  injunction	  for	  freely-­‐choosing	  subjects	  to	  reflect	  upon	  themselves,	  their	  identities	  and	  their	  interests,	  but	  also	  in	  the	  possibilities	  that	  are	  open	  to	  them	  when	  they	  do.	  	  At	  this	  point	  it	  is	  useful	  to	  remind	  ourselves	  again	  of	  the	  two	  interlocking	  meanings	  of	  “representation”	  identified	  by	  Spivak	  in	  the	  quotation	  at	  the	  start	  of	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this	  chapter.	  The	  literature	  on	  democratic	  representation	  is	  particularly	  concerned	  with	  representation	  as	  a	  process	  of	  proxies	  “speaking	  for”	  others.	  Hanna	  Pitkin’s	  (1967)	  classic	  and	  still	  influential	  study	  of	  traditional	  electoral	  representation	  identifies	  four	  different	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  representation	  all	  of	  which	  in	  some	  way	  rely	  on	  the	  broad	  notion	  of	  a	  representative	  as	  a	  person	  who	  stands	  in	  for	  some	  (group	  of)	  other(s):	  this	  conception	  is	  still	  very	  prevalent	  in	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  electoral,	  representative	  politics	  (Dovi,	  2011).	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  work	  on	  non-­‐electoral	  forms	  of	  democracy,	  whether	  that	  be	  in	  citizens’	  juries,	  mini-­‐publics	  or	  broader	  forms	  of	  public	  deliberation	  and	  debate	  (Bohman,	  2000)	  likewise	  regularly	  involve	  some	  kind	  of	  speaking	  for.	  This	  may	  be	  through	  a	  variety	  of	  mechanisms,	  including	  the	  scientifically	  representative	  sampling	  of	  smaller	  groups	  who	  deliberate	  on	  behalf	  of	  some	  larger	  population	  and	  may	  then	  be	  able	  to	  make	  recommendations	  to	  an	  elected	  body	  (Goodin	  and	  Niemeyer,	  2003;	  Goodin	  and	  Dryzek,	  2006).	  Alternatively,	  public	  debate	  may	  be	  conceived	  as	  a	  key	  institution	  in	  its	  own	  right	  which	  enables	  not	  only	  better	  informed	  preferences	  but	  also	  itself	  functions	  as	  a	  mechanism	  for	  their	  transmission	  to	  proxies	  within	  decision-­‐making	  bodies	  (Dryzek,	  2000;	  Bohman,	  2000).	  	  	  However,	  if	  we	  consider	  representative	  politics	  to	  be	  constitutively	  concerned	  with	  speaking	  for,	  then	  Spivak’s	  own	  key	  concern	  about	  the	  modes	  of	  speaking	  which	  are	  possible	  -­‐	  which	  statements	  can	  be	  uttered	  and	  which	  are	  ruled	  out	  by	  contemporary	  ways	  of	  knowing	  and	  thinking	  -­‐	  are	  clearly	  of	  the	  utmost	  importance.	  In	  her	  classic	  essay	  “Can	  the	  Subaltern	  Speak”	  (Spivak,	  1987),	  she	  is	  concerned	  with	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  Indian	  women	  were	  rendered	  absent	  and	  invisible	  not	  only	  by	  the	  systematic	  exclusion	  of	  their	  voices,	  but	  also	  by	  the	  way	  that	  feminine	  practices	  and	  identities	  were	  struggled	  over	  by	  men,	  in	  the	  attempt	  to	  define	  what	  ways	  of	  speaking	  by	  and	  about	  women	  would	  be	  possible,	  in	  ways	  analogous,	  perhaps,	  to	  the	  ways	  of	  speaking	  about	  democracy	  made	  possible	  by	  the	  practices	  discussed	  in	  Section	  1	  of	  this	  chapter.2	  
                                            
2 This reading of Spivak goes against the grain, particularly as she finds Foucault’s work to be less than 
useful in analysing the position of the silenced subaltern (ibid: 306). 
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  The	  importance	  of	  discursive	  representation	  is	  obviously	  not	  restricted	  to	  the	  practice	  of	  speaking	  for,	  or	  representing,	  someone	  else.	  The	  practice	  of	  speaking	  for	  oneself,	  including	  in	  organised	  deliberative	  settings,	  also	  requires	  participation	  in	  available	  discourses:	  indeed	  without	  this	  participation,	  there	  is	  no	  subject.	  Even	  Spivak’s	  silenced	  subaltern	  woman	  has	  a	  subjectivity	  that	  is	  defined,	  although	  not	  determined,	  by	  prevailing	  discursive	  practices.	  	  	  	  An	  example	  from	  her	  essay	  can	  help	  us	  understand	  this	  point:	  she	  describes	  a	  suicide	  of	  an	  unmarried	  Indian	  woman	  who	  waits	  until	  menstruation	  before	  killing	  herself,	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  evidence	  that	  she	  was	  not	  pregnant,	  or	  in	  “imprisonment	  within	  legitimate	  passion	  with	  a	  single	  male”	  (ibid:	  306).	  She	  reads	  this	  act	  as	  “an	  unemphatic,	  ad	  hoc,	  subaltern	  rewriting	  of	  the	  social	  text	  of	  sati-­‐suicide”,	  not	  least	  because	  sati	  is	  forbidden	  during	  menstruation.	  Spivak	  is	  interested,	  in	  some	  sense,	  in	  the	  (always	  indeterminate)	  meaning	  of	  the	  suicide,	  as	  if	  it	  were	  -­‐	  in	  Foucault’s	  words	  -­‐	  	  a	  “document”,	  which	  can	  be	  enquired	  into	  hermenutically.	  However,	  I	  want	  to	  suggest	  that	  we	  can	  more	  fruitfully	  treat	  it	  as	  a	  something	  more	  material	  and	  concrete	  -­‐	  a	  “monument”	  -­‐	  and	  enquire	  into	  its	  conditions	  of	  possibility	  and	  its	  function	  (Foucault,	  2002:	  148,	  156).	  	  	  The	  subaltern’s	  subversive	  agency,	  and	  Spivak’s	  reading	  of	  it,	  are	  only	  made	  possible	  by	  the	  existence	  of	  the	  prevailing	  discourses	  and	  practices	  of	  sati,	  and	  its	  intersection	  with	  women’s	  sexuality,	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  We	  can	  discern	  from	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  history	  of	  struggles	  over	  sati	  how	  such	  an	  act	  becomes	  possible,	  what	  forms	  of	  subjectivity	  it	  implies	  and	  how	  they	  interact	  with	  the	  subjection	  to	  power	  relations	  of	  the	  subaltern-­‐subject:	  what	  ways	  of	  being	  a	  woman,	  what	  practices	  of	  femininity,	  are	  possible	  in	  this	  given	  society?	  We	  can	  demonstrate	  that	  sati	  reproduces	  and	  reinscribes	  existing	  power	  relations,	  but	  also	  that	  these	  power	  relations	  enable	  creative	  (if	  ultimately	  destructive)	  resistances.	  For	  all	  the	  inequalities	  and	  oppressiveness	  associated	  with	  such	  historically-­‐constituted	  practices,	  they	  are	  also	  the	  very	  ways	  in	  which	  subjectivity,	  and	  concrete	  action,	  is	  rendered	  possible.	  As	  such,	  the	  subaltern,	  though	  she	  may	  not	  speak,	  re/presents	  a	  “body	  totally	  imprinted	  by	  history”	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(Foucault,	  1991a:	  83),	  which	  can	  not	  just	  be	  read	  and	  understood	  only	  according	  to	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  circulating	  in	  Indian	  society	  at	  the	  time	  and	  the	  concrete	  practices	  that	  they	  produce,	  but	  furthermore	  can	  only	  act	  by	  means	  of	  them	  and	  the	  slender	  room	  for	  manoeuvre	  that	  they	  offer.	  	  	  
Deliberative	  models	  	  The	  understanding	  of	  what	  we	  mean	  by	  representation	  described	  above	  seems	  to	  break	  quite	  decisively	  with	  the	  modes	  of	  representation	  required	  by	  the	  forms	  of	  liberal	  governmentality	  described	  above.	  However,	  on	  first	  reading,	  it	  appears	  to	  have	  something	  in	  common	  with	  Sen’s	  notion	  of	  the	  “constructive”	  role	  of	  democracy,	  which	  assumes	  that	  it	  is	  possible	  for	  wishes,	  desires	  and	  interests	  to	  be	  transformed	  through	  the	  intersubjective	  process	  of	  debate	  and	  contestation	  (Sen,	  2001).	  His	  set	  of	  assumptions	  about	  the	  role	  of	  democratic	  talk	  is	  perhaps	  best	  reflected	  in	  the	  now	  large	  theoretical	  literature	  on	  deliberative	  democracy,	  which	  proceeds	  by	  trying	  to	  specify	  the	  conditions	  under	  which	  such	  contestation	  can	  best	  be	  achieved	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  equality	  of	  all	  participants.	  	  	  In	  taking	  seriously	  the	  practices	  of	  speaking	  for	  oneself	  and	  engaging	  with	  the	  importance	  of	  identity	  formation	  and	  transformation,	  this	  literature	  seems	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it	  more	  promising	  as	  a	  set	  of	  techniques	  for	  promoting	  democracy	  in	  Pakistan,	  particularly	  given	  the	  long	  historical	  existence	  of	  institutions	  there	  that	  appear	  to	  be	  broadly	  deliberative	  in	  nature,	  from	  the	  Mughal	  court	  to	  the	  	  jirga.	  There	  is	  not	  the	  scope	  in	  this	  thesis	  to	  review	  this	  entire	  literature3,	  but	  it	  is	  worth	  briefly	  exploring,	  again	  using	  Foucault’s	  work	  on	  discourse,	  why	  deliberative	  democracy	  cannot	  be	  held	  up	  as	  an	  “ideal”	  model,	  because	  this	  intersects	  importantly	  with	  my	  concerns,	  in	  this	  chapter,	  about	  practices	  of	  representation,	  power	  and	  discourse	  and	  the	  particularly	  Foucauldian	  understanding	  of	  them	  that	  I	  am	  advancing.	  	  
                                            3	   James	  Bohman	  provides	   a	   good,	   although	   now	   somewhat	   out-­‐of-­‐date,	   review	   (1998).	   For	   an	  excellent	   and	   full	   discussion	   of	   deliberative	   democracy	   from	   a	   poststructural	   perspective,	   see	  Norval,	  (2007). 
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Contemporary	  writers	  on	  deliberative	  democracy,	  such	  as	  James	  Bohman	  (2000)	  and	  John	  Dryzek	  (2000)	  are	  indebted	  to	  Jurgen	  Habermas	  for	  their	  starting	  point,	  which	  is	  that	  decision-­‐making	  should	  take	  place	  in	  a	  way	  that	  respects	  “the	  force	  of	  the	  better	  argument”	  (1984:	  25).	  As	  such,	  the	  proper	  mode	  of	  deliberation	  is	  to	  give	  reasons	  in	  order	  to	  build	  “a	  noncoercively	  unifying,	  consensus-­‐building	  force	  of	  a	  discourse	  in	  which	  participants	  overcome	  their	  at	  first	  subjectively	  based	  views	  in	  favour	  of	  a	  rationally	  motivated	  agreement”	  (Habermas,	  1987).	  	  	  However,	  no	  matter	  how	  attractive	  notions	  of	  the	  force	  of	  the	  better	  argument	  might	  be,	  it	  turns	  out	  to	  be	  impossible	  to	  specify	  in	  concrete	  situations	  how	  we	  might	  recognise	  a	  better	  (or	  worse)	  argument	  or	  what	  criteria	  we	  might	  use	  to	  evaluate	  arguments	  against	  one	  another	  (Bernstein,	  1992:	  220;	  Flyvbjerg,	  1998:	  218;	  Norval,	  2007:	  57).	  	  After	  all,	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  imagine	  any	  form	  of	  argumentation,	  rational	  or	  otherwise,	  that	  is	  not	  marked	  by	  rhetoric,	  that	  does	  not	  argue	  by	  metaphor	  or	  analogy	  or	  example,	  through	  humour	  or	  storytelling	  or	  the	  bearing	  of	  witness,	  or	  by	  appeal	  to	  the	  passion,	  imagination	  and	  cultural	  commitments	  of	  its	  listeners	  and	  readers.	  Sen’s	  own	  plea	  (1999)	  that	  we	  each	  have	  “reason”	  to	  value	  democracy	  is	  itself	  a	  brilliantly	  rhetorical	  document,	  scattered	  with	  stories	  and	  examples,	  jokes	  and	  analogies,	  and	  if	  it	  convinces,	  it	  does	  so	  because,	  not	  in	  spite,	  of	  this,	  as	  well	  no	  doubt	  as	  because	  it	  is	  by	  a	  Nobel	  Laureate	  and	  appears	  in	  a	  respected	  academic	  journal.	  As	  such,	  the	  way	  we	  decide	  what	  counts	  as	  a	  “reason”	  is	  dependent	  upon	  context	  and	  language,	  and	  therefore	  power.	  	  	  Aletta	  Norval	  therefore	  advocates	  looking	  at	  the	  practices	  of	  reason-­‐giving	  that	  emerge	  in	  particular	  contexts	  in	  order	  to	  uncover	  how	  we	  can	  account	  for	  “the	  weighting	  of	  particular	  reasons	  within	  a	  given	  space	  of	  argumentation,	  and/or	  the	  possibility	  of	  the	  expansion	  and	  transformation	  of	  such	  a	  space	  so	  that	  new	  reasons	  may	  enter	  the	  fray”	  (2007:	  58).	  She	  engages	  with	  the	  work	  of	  deliberative	  theorists	  writing	  in	  the	  Habermasian	  tradition	  (such	  as	  Chambers,	  2009;	  Dryzek,	  2000;	  Bohman,	  2000)	  and	  their	  struggles	  to	  develop	  forms	  and	  procedures	  for	  deliberation	  that	  would	  allow	  for	  the	  “epistemic	  equality”	  of	  all	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participants,	  whether	  or	  not	  they	  are	  starting	  out	  from	  the	  basis	  of	  already	  shared	  understandings	  or	  shared	  discursive	  forms	  of	  making	  claims	  (Norval,	  2007:	  67).	  These	  writers	  have	  all	  taken	  an	  interest	  in	  the	  ways	  that	  rhetorical	  forms	  such	  as	  story-­‐telling,	  gossip,	  humour	  and	  testimony	  can	  enable	  mutual	  comprehension	  and	  allow	  contestation	  to	  advance	  amongst	  diverse	  participants,	  where	  an	  insistence	  on	  “rational	  argumentation”	  might	  block	  communication	  altogether,	  because	  some	  participants	  are	  disadvantaged	  in	  their	  ability	  to	  engage	  in	  this	  kind	  of	  discursive	  practice.	  They	  conclude	  that	  the	  use	  of	  rhetoric	  must	  be	  legitimate	  within	  deliberation	  under	  certain	  circumscribed	  sets	  of	  circumstances	  because	  without	  it,	  it	  would	  be	  impossible	  to	  deliberate	  at	  all;	  as	  Norval	  points	  out,	  however,	  once	  this	  is	  accepted,	  it	  is	  untenable	  to	  exclude	  use	  of	  rhetoric	  as	  illegitimate	  in	  other	  situations	  (ibid:	  72).	  This	  leads	  her	  to	  propose	  a	  “movement	  from	  an	  exclusionary	  inclusion	  of	  rhetoric	  to	  an	  acknowledgement	  of	  rhetoricality	  as	  a	  general	  condition	  of	  existence”	  (ibid:	  73).	  	  The	  acceptance	  that	  reason	  is	  always	  constructed	  rhetorically	  foregrounds	  rationality	  as	  a	  political,	  and	  therefore	  contestable,	  issue.	  This	  brings	  us	  back	  to	  Foucault	  and	  the	  insight	  that	  discourses	  are	  not	  reducible	  to	  signifiers	  that	  represent	  an	  objective	  reality,	  but	  rather	  they	  are	  “practices	  that	  systematically	  form	  the	  objects	  of	  which	  they	  speak”	  (Foucault,	  2002:	  49).	  Thus,	  Foucault	  was	  consistently	  interested	  in	  why	  it	  is	  that	  from	  amongst	  the	  vast	  array	  of	  grammatical	  possibilities,	  some	  things	  get	  said,	  some	  arguments	  count	  as	  decisive,	  some	  claims	  are	  accepted	  as	  truth,	  and	  others	  do	  not:	  	  Each	  society	  has	  its	  regime	  of	  truth,	  its	  ‘general	  politics’	  of	  truth:	  that	  is,	  the	  types	  of	  discourse	  which	  it	  accepts	  and	  makes	  function	  as	  true;	  the	  mechanisms	  and	  instances	  which	  enable	  one	  to	  distinguish	  true	  and	  false	  statements,	  the	  means	  by	  which	  each	  one	  is	  sanctioned;	  the	  techniques	  and	  procedures	  accorded	  value	  in	  the	  acquisition	  of	  truth;	  the	  status	  of	  those	  charged	  with	  saying	  what	  counts	  as	  true	  (Foucault,	  1991d:	  73).	  	  	  Or,	  to	  put	  it	  another	  way,	  a	  “system	  of	  relations	  establishes	  a	  discursive	  practice	  that	  sets	  the	  rules	  of	  the	  game:	  who	  can	  speak,	  from	  what	  points	  of	  view,	  with	  what	  authority,	  and	  according	  to	  what	  criteria	  of	  expertise”	  (Escobar,	  1994:	  41).	  The	  ways	  we	  have	  of	  knowing	  and	  of	  judging	  what	  sorts	  of	  statements	  may	  count	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as	  true,	  and	  what	  sorts	  of	  reasons	  are	  acceptable,	  are	  always	  conditioned	  by	  the	  workings	  of	  power	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  92-­‐93).	  Discursive	  struggles	  take	  place	  precisely	  over	  the	  field	  of	  what	  may	  be	  recognised,	  or	  taken	  seriously,	  as	  truth,	  or	  as	  good	  reasons.	  	  	  For	  example,	  is	  it	  appropriate	  to	  take	  seriously	  a	  Pakistani	  villager	  who	  said	  that	  he	  had	  a	  thing	  or	  two	  to	  teach	  me	  about	  democracy,	  given	  the	  highly	  consensual	  and	  inclusive	  decision-­‐making	  forum	  that	  existed	  in	  his	  village?	  Or	  is	  this	  proposition	  absurd,	  given	  the	  hierarchical	  structure	  of	  the	  forum	  and	  its	  exclusion	  of	  women	  and	  non-­‐Muslims?	  Do	  we	  want	  to	  take	  seriously	  his	  discursive	  attempt	  to	  take	  control	  of	  the	  word	  “democracy”	  and	  claim	  it	  for	  a	  different	  discourse	  than	  the	  conventional	  (“Western”)	  one	  of	  liberal	  democracy?	  When	  I	  put	  this	  question	  to	  a	  British	  political	  activist,	  who	  had	  just	  expressed	  his	  distaste	  for	  the	  habit	  of	  British	  Pakistani	  populations	  in	  his	  local	  area	  of	  voting	  as	  a	  block,	  he	  suggested	  that,	  “it	  all	  depends	  on	  whether	  that	  is	  ‘true’	  democracy,	  but	  I	  suspect	  that	  it	  isn’t”.	  This	  example	  is	  given	  as	  a	  way	  of	  illustrating	  how	  truth	  is	  struggled	  over:	  the	  ability	  to	  be	  taken	  seriously	  as	  a	  speaker	  of	  truth	  is	  a	  form	  of	  power	  and	  conversely	  power	  is	  exercised	  over	  us	  as	  we	  attempt	  to,	  and	  are	  socially	  obliged	  to,	  voice	  what	  will	  be	  taken	  to	  be	  good	  reasons	  in	  our	  kind	  of	  society.	  	  	  The	  intersection	  of	  power	  with	  truth,	  and	  therefore	  knowledge,	  is	  crucial	  to	  a	  Foucauldian	  understanding	  of	  the	  world.	  In	  the	  original	  French,	  this	  is	  always	  expressed	  as	  “pouvoir-­‐savoir”,	  which	  	  -­‐	  like	  savoir-­faire,	  perhaps	  -­‐	  has	  an	  everyday,	  concrete	  feel	  and	  connotes	  the	  local	  and	  specific	  practices	  through	  which	  we	  come	  to	  have	  the	  ability	  to	  know	  (Spivak,	  1995):	  the	  ability	  to	  recognise	  democracy	  when	  we	  see	  it,	  for	  example,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  ability	  to	  represent	  ourselves	  by	  means	  of	  it,	  whether	  that	  be	  through	  practices	  of	  contestation,	  reason-­‐giving,	  voting,	  or	  all	  three.	  	  	  Finally,	  as	  we	  saw	  with	  the	  silence	  and	  the	  resistance	  of	  the	  subaltern	  and	  with	  the	  Pakistani	  protestors,	  discourses	  form	  not	  only	  the	  objects	  of	  which	  they	  speak,	  but	  also	  their	  speaking	  subjects:	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   discourses	  constitute	  subjects	  -­‐	  subjectivities,	  subject	  positions,	  identities	  -­‐	  in	  two	  continuous	  ways:	  they	  enable/constrain	  what	  is	  ‘thinkable’	  in	  a	  given	  discursive	  context	  and	  they	  reward/punish	  ideas,	  institutions	  and	  practices	  that	  are	  congruent/deviant	  with	  the	  pre-­‐set	  [although	  always	  resisted	  and	  contestable]	  political	  boundaries	  of	  inclusion/exclusion	  (Vucetic,	  2011:	  1300).	  	  	  Thus	  when,	  as	  freely-­‐choosing	  subjects,	  voters	  are	  asked	  to	  reflect	  on	  their	  choices	  and	  represent	  themselves	  at	  the	  ballot	  box	  or	  in	  deliberative	  institutions,	  the	  processes	  of	  thought	  in	  which	  they	  are	  engaged	  are	  already	  closely	  interwoven	  with	  power	  relations.	  	  Representation,	  then,	  is	  always	  an	  active	  process	  of	  producing,	  and	  also	  struggling	  intersubjectively	  over,	  the	  world	  from	  within	  an	  inegalitarian	  web	  of	  power	  relations.	  This	  intersubjectivity	  and	  never-­‐ending	  struggle	  is	  important.	  Dryzek	  and	  Niemeyer	  (2008),	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  take	  seriously	  the	  importance	  of	  different	  discourses	  in	  constituting	  identity,	  suggest	  that	  deliberative	  bodies	  could	  attempt	  to	  represent	  different	  discourses,	  rather	  than	  individuals	  or	  interests.	  They	  envisage	  that	  individuals	  will	  be	  selected	  as	  representatives	  of	  particular	  discourses	  and	  will	  bring	  appropriate	  discursive	  resources	  to	  a	  “Chamber	  of	  Discourses”	  for	  processes	  of	  deliberation.	  	  	  This	  seems	  a	  very	  curious	  proposition,	  however,	  for	  it	  gives	  no	  indication	  of	  the	  processes	  of	  transformation	  that	  might	  occur	  as	  discourses	  come	  into	  contact	  with	  one	  another,	  or	  the	  incommensurability	  of	  discourses	  that	  make	  any	  kind	  of	  accommodation	  between	  them	  already	  an	  exercise	  of	  power	  in	  which	  one	  achieves	  dominance	  over	  another.	  For	  example,	  as	  women	  who	  enter	  the	  deliberating	  chambers	  of	  legislatures	  have	  found	  over	  and	  again,	  in	  order	  to	  advance	  practical	  agendas,	  it	  is	  often	  necessary	  to	  take	  on	  the	  language	  and	  practices	  of	  conventional	  masculinity	  (Phillips,	  1993).	  Any	  attempt	  to	  promote	  deliberation	  between	  discourses	  must	  either	  be	  hopelessly	  sterile	  and	  rigid	  in	  its	  inability	  to	  give	  free	  rein	  to	  the	  never-­‐ending	  interplay	  and	  co-­‐constitution	  of	  discursive	  practices,	  or	  it	  must	  already	  be	  involved	  in	  all	  the	  difficulties	  of	  managing	  power	  relations	  discussed	  above.	  Furthermore,	  insofar	  as	  we	  might	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want	  to	  take	  seriously	  counter-­‐narratives	  -­‐	  or	  enable	  the	  silenced	  subaltern	  to	  take	  on	  a	  different	  form	  of	  subjectivity	  and	  discourse	  -­‐	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  see	  how	  they	  might	  emerge	  from	  a	  situation	  in	  which	  the	  full	  range	  of	  discourses	  has	  already	  been	  specified	  in	  advance.	  	  Thus,	  although	  alternative	  deliberative	  or	  discursive	  models	  of	  democracy	  might	  appear	  promising,	  there	  is	  no	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  representation	  -­‐	  either	  in	  terms	  of	  speaking	  for	  others,	  or	  speaking	  for	  oneself	  -­‐	  in	  a	  way	  that	  eludes	  the	  grip	  of	  power.	  This	  is,	  to	  reiterate,	  important	  when	  we	  consider	  the	  importance	  of	  deliberative	  practices	  and	  the	  fundamental	  role	  played	  by	  the	  concept	  of	  “free	  speech”	  and	  freedom	  of	  the	  press	  in	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  model.	  It	  is	  consequently	  important	  to	  look	  critically	  at	  the	  different	  modes	  of	  representation	  that	  occur	  in	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  -­‐	  whether	  they	  be	  verbal,	  numerical	  or	  even	  (as	  in	  Chapter	  7)	  visual	  and	  aesthetic	  -­‐	  in	  order	  to	  discern	  the	  precise	  relations	  of	  power/knowledge	  which	  they	  enable	  and	  produce.	  	  	  
Conclusion:	  The	  Politics	  of	  Representation	  	  For	  Foucault,	  insofar	  as	  academics	  are	  engaged	  in	  a	  search	  for	  truth,	  this	  should	  be	  in	  order	  to	  investigate	  the	  mechanisms,	  the	  technologies	  and	  the	  discourses	  that	  allow	  us	  to	  tell	  apart	  true	  and	  false	  statements.	  In	  doing	  so,	  we	  can	  unearth	  the	  specific	  “effects	  of	  power”	  that	  constitute	  and	  emerge	  from	  the	  apparatus	  of	  truth	  we	  inhabit	  and	  understand	  their	  consequences	  for	  our	  society	  and	  its	  policies.	  The	  academic	  practice	  of	  “discourse	  analysis”	  in	  the	  Foucauldian	  sense	  is	  to	  investigate	  the	  “politics	  of	  truth”	  of	  a	  given	  discursive	  practice,	  showing	  how	  it	  is	  that	  particular	  statements	  take	  on	  the	  status	  of	  truth	  in	  a	  given	  community	  and	  with	  what	  consequences,	  as	  well	  as	  foregrounding	  the	  unavoidably	  political	  nature	  of	  such	  practices,	  thereby	  refuting	  their	  supposed	  neutrality	  or	  objectivity.	  Without	  empirical	  examination	  of	  the	  way	  practices	  of	  truth-­‐telling	  function	  and	  how	  they	  have	  come	  about,	  they	  may	  appear	  to	  us	  to	  be	  transcendent	  truths,	  to	  be	  inevitable	  or	  unavoidable.	  However,	  by	  investigating	  what	  discourses	  actually	  do	  we	  can	  see	  that	  they,	  and	  the	  truths	  they	  disclose,	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are	  a	  “thing	  of	  this	  world”	  (Foucault,	  1991d:	  72),	  the	  result	  of	  sedimented	  political	  processes	  that	  could	  have	  turned	  out	  otherwise.	  	  In	  this	  chapter	  I	  have	  shown	  the	  contingent	  ways	  in	  which	  democracy	  and	  representation	  are	  bound	  up	  in	  one	  another	  and	  in	  relations	  of	  power/knowledge.	  The	  articulations	  which	  enable	  us	  to	  know	  what	  democracy	  is	  also	  enable	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  particular	  kind	  of	  democratic	  subjectivity,	  which	  in	  turn	  enables	  and	  requires	  us	  to	  be	  represented,	  and	  to	  represent	  ourselves,	  in	  particular	  ways.	  Above	  all,	  the	  democratic	  practices	  of	  representation	  -­‐	  whether	  through	  counting	  votes	  or	  through	  more	  deliberative	  means	  of	  giving	  reasons	  and	  persuading	  -­‐	  are	  useful	  in	  that	  they	  enable	  populations	  to	  be	  governed	  and	  managed	  in	  particular	  ways.	  	  	  Representation	  produces	  and	  reproduces	  truths,	  knowledges,	  discourses,	  identities	  and	  populations:	  representative	  practices	  need,	  therefore,	  not	  to	  be	  interpreted,	  but	  rather	  to	  be	  understood	  and	  traced	  in	  their	  logic	  and	  effects	  as	  they	  intersect	  with	  democracy	  promotion.	  In	  this	  thesis,	  then,	  I	  do	  not	  treat	  practices	  of	  representation	  as	  forms	  of	  meaning,	  whose	  deeper	  intentions	  can	  be	  discerned	  hermeneutically.	  Rather,	  representation	  functions	  as	  a	  set	  of	  concrete	  practices:	  I	  am	  interested	  in	  what	  representation	  -­‐	  in	  both	  senses	  -­‐	  does,	  what	  functions	  it	  performs,	  what	  possibilities	  it	  may	  rule	  in	  or	  out,	  what	  subjects	  it	  produces	  and	  what	  action	  it	  makes	  thinkable.	  	  	  The	  contestability	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  concept,	  and	  the	  fragility	  of	  its	  articulation	  with	  the	  practices	  of	  liberalism,	  provide	  some	  room	  for	  manoeuvre	  for	  democracy	  promotion	  practices,	  by	  enabling	  us	  to	  imagine	  that	  things	  could	  be	  different.	  However,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  recognise	  that	  even	  our	  imaginations	  about	  the	  forms	  that	  this	  difference	  might	  take	  are	  still	  constrained	  by	  power/knowledge.	  As	  such,	  then,	  there	  can	  be	  no	  question	  of	  holding	  up	  an	  alternative	  model	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  solution	  to	  the	  blackmail	  with	  which	  we	  are	  faced,	  as	  if	  this	  might	  enable	  us	  to	  elude	  power	  relations	  or	  transform	  ourselves	  into	  “true”	  or	  better	  democrats.	  This	  is	  just	  a	  fantasy	  of	  escape,	  which	  always	  leads	  into	  other	  forms	  of	  domination	  and	  never	  extends	  beyond	  the	  reach	  of	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power.	  Instead,	  power	  is	  fully	  implicated	  in	  constituting	  whichever	  particular	  fantasy	  we	  may	  try	  to	  pursue.	  Instead,	  if	  practices	  of	  voting	  or	  rationality	  function	  to	  render	  the	  mechanisms	  of	  power	  invisible,	  then	  the	  stakes	  of	  our	  investigation	  must	  rather	  focus	  on	  bringing	  them	  back	  into	  the	  domain	  of	  visibility,	  so	  that	  they	  can	  be	  recognised	  and	  questioned.	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Chapter	  3:	  Disordering	  Histories	  
	  
	  
[O]f-­course	  developments	  and	  in-­the-­end	  inevitabilities	  suggest	  the	  grip	  of	  
teleology:	  the	  turn	  of	  mind	  that	  tells	  us	  things	  had	  to	  come	  out	  the	  way	  they	  
did	  because	  they	  were	  always	  leading	  to	  us,	  and	  how	  can	  we	  imagine	  
‘progress’	  toward	  something	  different	  from	  ourselves?	  (David	  Bromwich,	  
New	  York	  Review	  of	  Books)	  	  	  
Genealogy	  does	  not	  oppose	  itself	  to	  history	  as	  the	  lofty	  and	  profound	  gaze	  of	  
the	  philosopher	  might	  compare	  to	  the	  molelike	  perspective	  of	  the	  scholar;	  on	  
the	  contrary,	  it	  rejects	  metahistorical	  deployment	  of	  ideal	  significations	  and	  
indefinite	  teleologies	  […]	  Genealogy	  does	  not	  resemble	  the	  evolution	  of	  a	  
species	  and	  does	  not	  map	  the	  destiny	  of	  a	  people.	  (Michel	  Foucault)	  	  	  In	  the	  introduction	  to	  this	  thesis,	  I	  showed	  that	  narratives	  about	  history	  are	  extremely	  prevalent	  in	  British	  media	  and	  political	  discourse	  when	  thinking	  about	  the	  identity	  of	  British	  people	  and	  their	  enemies.	  These	  historical	  stories	  about	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  slow	  but	  sure	  triumph	  and	  spread	  of	  democracy	  enable	  a	  constitution	  of	  British	  identity	  whose	  other	  is	  the	  undemocratic,	  backward	  barbarian.	  This	  chapter	  goes	  into	  more	  detail	  about	  the	  historical	  narratives	  that	  constitute	  British	  identities	  in	  reference	  to	  an	  other	  who	  is	  stuck	  in	  the	  past.	  It	  examines	  those	  narratives	  themselves	  and	  the	  ways	  they	  function,	  as	  well	  as	  their	  concrete	  consequences	  for	  British	  democratic	  life	  and	  for	  the	  policies	  that	  are	  pursued	  to	  contain	  or	  domesticate	  the	  other.	  Because	  of	  the	  way	  that	  historical	  narratives	  about	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  democracy	  are	  structured,	  I	  suggest	  that	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought	  offer	  two	  logical	  alternatives:	  to	  contain	  or	  destroy	  the	  barbarian	  other,	  or	  to	  help	  the	  savage	  come	  up	  to	  date.	  I	  suggest	  that	  these	  practices	  of	  thought	  have	  politically	  undesirable	  consequences	  for	  the	  constitution	  of	  democratic	  identities	  because	  they	  rule	  out	  ways	  of	  being	  that	  differ	  from	  the	  idealised	  model	  of	  “civilisation”,	  with	  its	  particular	  configuration	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres,	  from	  democratic	  debate.	  	  In	  the	  final	  section	  of	  this	  chapter,	  I	  ask	  what	  can	  be	  done	  about	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  arise	  from	  these	  narratives	  and,	  using	  the	  work	  of	  Michel	  Foucault,	  I	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propose	  that	  writing	  genealogies	  offers	  a	  useful	  way	  of	  proceeding.	  I	  describe	  a	  way	  of	  contesting	  the	  narratives	  of	  development,	  civilisation	  and	  democracy	  promotion	  that	  does	  not	  just	  –	  like	  the	  critiques	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1	  –	  focus	  on	  the	  practices	  that	  constitute	  the	  externally-­‐directed	  Foreign	  Policy	  dimensions	  of	  our	  practices	  of	  thought.	  Rather,	  it	  takes	  aim	  at	  the	  story-­‐telling	  practices	  that	  constitute	  the	  self,	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  this	  endeavour	  will	  disrupt	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought,	  making	  the	  facile	  gestures	  involved	  in	  telling	  teleological	  stories	  more	  difficult.	  In	  turn,	  this	  will	  make	  it	  more	  difficult	  to	  continue	  enacting	  the	  ethical	  practices	  by	  which	  we	  live,	  through	  which	  others	  are	  constituted	  and	  the	  terms	  through	  which	  they	  are	  encountered.	  	  There	  is	  a	  character	  -­‐	  Jim	  -­‐	  in	  Mohsin	  Hamid’s	  bestselling	  novel	  The	  Reluctant	  
Fundamentalist	  whose	  fundamentalism	  is	  not	  so	  reluctant.	  The	  joke	  of	  the	  novel’s	  title	  is	  that	  its	  depiction	  of	  “fundamentalism”	  concerns	  not	  educated	  and	  disillusioned	  Pakistani	  narrator,	  Changez	  -­‐	  despite	  the	  increasing	  radicalism	  of	  his	  opinions	  -­‐	  	  but	  the	  American	  asset-­‐stripping	  firm,	  for	  which	  Jim	  works.	  Here	  the	  motto	  is:	  “Focus	  on	  the	  fundamentals.	  […]	  It	  mandated	  a	  single-­‐minded	  attention	  to	  financial	  detail”	  (Hamid,	  2007:	  112).	  It	  is	  Jim,	  this	  fundamentalist,	  who	  suggests	  (all	  the	  while	  playing	  with	  a	  technologically	  advanced	  and	  highly	  engineered	  watch)	  that,	  “Time	  only	  moves	  in	  one	  direction.	  Remember	  that”	  (ibid:	  109).	  He	  goes	  on	  to	  add	  to	  Changez:	  	  	   The	  economy’s	  an	  animal	  […]	  It	  evolves.	  First	  it	  needed	  muscle.	  Now	  all	  the	  blood	  it	  could	  spare	  was	  rushing	  to	  its	  brain.	  That’s	  where	  I	  wanted	  to	  be.	  In	  finance	  […]	  And	  that’s	  where	  you	  are.	  You’re	  blood	  brought	  from	  some	  part	  of	  the	  body	  that	  the	  species	  doesn’t	  need	  any	  more.	  The	  tailbone.	  Like	  me.	  We	  came	  from	  places	  that	  were	  wasting	  away	  (ibid:	  110).	  	  Jim’s	  account	  implies	  a	  certain	  version	  of	  history	  which	  -­‐	  as	  we	  will	  see	  -­‐	  is	  rather	  common.	  It	  suggests	  that	  history	  is	  an	  evolutionary	  4,	  or	  teleological,	  process	  in	  which	  time	  moves	  ever	  forward	  and	  in	  doing	  so	  leads	  only	  to	  improvement	  and	  
                                            4	  However,	  as	  Stuart	  Croft	  has	  pointed	  out,	  an	  account	  of	  history	  or	  society	  that	  was	  more	  closely	  based	   on	   the	   actual	   work	   of	   evolutionary	   scientists	   would	   look	   very	   different	   from	   this	   and	  would	  emphasise	  contingency,	  accident	  and	  chaos	  (2006) 
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progress.	  Progress	  is	  generally	  understood	  in	  technological	  terms	  as	  well	  as	  privileging	  rationality,	  or	  “the	  brain”.	  This	  might	  remind	  us	  of	  the	  familiar	  and	  seamless	  teleologies	  of	  development	  and	  modernisation,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  narrative	  of	  civilisation	  as	  an	  ongoing	  movement	  through	  time	  towards	  higher	  and	  better	  modes	  of	  life.	  It	  is	  likewise	  such	  versions	  of	  history	  that	  predominate	  in	  the	  contemporary	  representations	  of	  the	  Enlightenment	  -­‐	  critiqued	  so	  brilliantly	  by	  Foucault	  -­‐	  that	  attempt	  to	  portray	  that	  moment	  in	  history	  as	  the	  time	  when,	  through	  the	  rejection	  of	  religious	  certainties	  and	  embrace	  of	  rationality,	  Western	  Europeans	  became	  “mature	  adults”	  (Foucault,	  1991e:	  49).	  	  	  We	  might	  equally	  bring	  to	  mind	  Francis	  Fukuyama’s	  famous	  contention	  that	  the	  march	  of	  history	  came	  to	  an	  end	  in	  1989	  as	  the	  battle	  of	  ideas	  was	  allegedly	  settled	  (1993).	  Fukuyama	  here	  seems	  to	  join	  with	  Jim	  in	  suggesting	  that	  the	  history	  of	  ideas	  works	  according	  to	  an	  evolutionary	  logic,	  in	  which	  worse	  ideas	  are	  tested	  out	  and	  discarded	  in	  favour	  of	  better	  alternatives	  until	  humankind	  alights	  upon	  an	  endpoint	  on	  which	  all	  might	  agree.	  	  	  Changez,	  however,	  emerges	  from	  a	  different,	  postcolonial,	  history	  and	  can	  therefore	  provide	  an	  obvious	  foil	  to	  this	  type	  of	  thinking.	  Within	  a	  few	  pages	  he	  reminds	  the	  reader	  that:	  	  	   we	  were	  not	  always	  burdened	  by	  debt,	  dependent	  on	  foreign	  aid	  and	  handouts;	  in	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  we	  were	  not	  the	  crazed	  and	  destitute	  radicals	  you	  see	  on	  your	  television	  channels	  but	  rather	  saints,	  poets	  and	  -­‐	  yes	  -­‐	  conquering	  kings.	  We	  built	  the	  Royal	  Mosque	  and	  the	  Shalimar	  Gardens	  in	  this	  city,	  and	  we	  built	  the	  Lahore	  Fort	  with	  its	  mighty	  walls	  and	  wide	  ramp	  for	  its	  battle-­‐elephants.	  And	  we	  did	  these	  things	  when	  [the	  USA]	  was	  still	  a	  collection	  of	  thirteen	  small	  colonies,	  gnawing	  away	  on	  the	  edge	  of	  a	  continent	  (Hamid,	  2007:	  115-­‐116).	  	  	  This	  chapter	  is	  about	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  and	  why	  they	  matter.	  Homi	  Bhabha	  suggests	  that	  diverse	  forms	  of	  narration	  constitute	  the	  “nation”:	  	  	  the	  people	  are	  the	  historical	  ‘objects’	  of	  a	  nationalist	  pedagogy,	  giving	  the	  discourse	  an	  authority	  that	  is	  based	  on	  the	  pre-­‐given	  or	  constituted	  historical	  origin	  in	  the	  past;	  the	  people	  are	  also	  the	  ‘subjects’	  of	  a	  process	  of	  signification	  […]:	  as	  that	  sign	  of	  the	  present	  through	  which	  national	  life	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is	  redeemed	  and	  iterated	  as	  a	  reproductive	  process	  […]	  In	  the	  production	  of	  the	  nation	  as	  narration	  there	  is	  […]	  the	  continuist,	  accumulative	  temporality	  of	  the	  pedagogical,	  and	  the	  repetitious,	  recursive	  strategy	  of	  the	  performative	  (2004:	  208-­‐209).	  	  	  	  In	  taking	  seriously	  the	  ways	  that	  historical	  representations	  are	  pedagogically	  and	  performatively	  constituted,	  I	  suggest	  that	  versions	  of	  history	  underpin	  in	  crucial	  ways	  our	  experiences	  of	  our	  own	  subjectivity,	  our	  sense	  of	  belonging	  to	  a	  community,	  our	  democratic	  identities	  and	  our	  understanding	  of	  what	  our	  relation	  to	  the	  future	  ought	  to	  be,	  what	  options	  are	  open	  for	  further	  action.	  This	  then	  opens	  up	  the	  question	  of	  whether	  or	  not	  history	  might	  be	  thought	  about	  differently.	  What	  difference	  might	  it	  make	  for	  our	  experience	  of	  the	  present	  and	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  we	  act	  as	  articulating	  subjects	  of	  history,	  if	  we	  were	  able	  to	  think	  about	  history	  in	  different	  ways?	  	  	  This	  is	  not	  a	  question	  of	  inventing	  fictions,	  but	  rather	  -­‐	  like	  Changez	  speaking	  of	  Pakistan	  or	  Foucault	  of	  the	  Enlightenment	  -­‐	  questioning	  whether	  there	  might	  not	  be	  other,	  more	  defensible,	  ways	  of	  narrating	  our	  identity	  as	  subjects	  of	  history.	  At	  stake,	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  political	  strategy,	  would	  be	  different	  orientations	  toward	  the	  future	  and	  different	  forms	  of	  relation	  with	  oneself	  and	  with	  others	  in	  the	  context	  of	  democracy.	  	  In	  the	  first	  main	  section	  of	  this	  chapter,	  I	  investigate	  the	  narratives	  about	  history	  that	  currently	  circulate	  in	  discourses	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  focusing	  on	  three	  interlocking	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  history:	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  slow	  but	  inexorable	  spread	  of	  democracy.	  I	  look	  in	  detail	  at	  how	  these	  three	  narratives	  function,	  in	  all	  their	  diversity.	  The	  second	  section	  builds	  on	  this	  to	  show	  precisely	  how	  the	  narratives	  provide	  an	  inscription	  of	  self	  and	  other	  in	  temporal	  teleological	  terms:	  the	  other	  is	  the	  savage	  or	  the	  barbarian,	  outside	  of	  civilisation	  but	  also	  before	  it.	  The	  next	  section	  explains	  why	  this	  matters.	  It	  explores	  in	  detail	  the	  political	  programmes	  that	  emerge	  from	  attempts	  to	  contain	  or	  domesticate	  the	  barbarian	  and	  the	  savage	  respectively,	  looking	  at	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  they	  open	  up	  and	  foreclose	  different	  ways	  of	  acting.	  To	  conclude,	  I	  return	  to	  Foucault	  in	  order	  to	  ask	  how	  this	  version	  of	  history	  might	  be	  re-­‐fictioned	  to	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provide	  an	  alternative	  politics.	  This	  final	  section	  will	  elaborate	  on	  the	  precise	  opportunity	  offered	  by	  the	  histories	  that	  animate	  our	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought	  and	  show	  how	  they	  provide	  a	  framework	  for	  the	  alternative	  history	  that	  constitutes	  the	  final	  four	  chapters	  of	  this	  thesis.	  	  	  
The	  Stories	  We	  Tell	  of	  Ourselves	  	  I	  suggest	  that	  there	  are	  three	  distinct,	  but	  deeply	  inter-­‐related,	  stories	  that	  we	  tell	  about	  ourselves	  with	  which	  we	  need	  to	  be	  concerned	  for	  this	  thesis.	  They	  are	  all	  teleological.	  The	  first	  is	  a	  story	  about	  civilisation,	  the	  second	  is	  about	  development	  and	  the	  third	  is	  about	  democracy	  promotion.	  Let	  us	  take	  each	  in	  turn.	  	  
Civilising	  Histories	  
	  As	  we	  saw	  in	  the	  opening	  pages	  of	  this	  thesis,	  the	  language	  of	  “civilisation”	  is	  a	  commonplace	  way	  of	  securing	  identity	  and	  identifying	  and	  condemning	  threatening	  others	  in	  temporal	  terms.	  After	  the	  London	  bombings,	  for	  example,	  Tony	  Blair	  (2005a)	  stated	  that:	  “they	  will	  never	  succeed	  in	  destroying	  what	  we	  hold	  dear	  in	  this	  country	  and	  in	  other	  civilised	  nations	  throughout	  the	  world”.	  This	  was	  echoed	  by	  a	  joint	  statement	  of	  the	  G8	  leaders	  (2005),	  who	  declared	  that	  “this	  terrorism”	  is	  an	  “attack	  […]	  on	  all	  nations	  and	  on	  civilised	  people	  everywhere”.	  And	  lest	  there	  be	  any	  doubt	  about	  what	  a	  “civilised”	  identity	  might	  comprise,	  Tony	  Blair	  ”(2006)	  spells	  out	  that	  it	  is	  “religious	  tolerance,	  openness	  to	  others,	  to	  democracy,	  liberty	  and	  human	  rights	  administered	  by	  secular	  courts”.	  These	  are	  institutions	  all	  clearly	  recognisable	  as	  emblematic	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governance	  and	  explicitly	  inimical	  to	  the	  kind	  of	  democratic	  innovation	  proposed	  by	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  in	  2008.	  	  It	  is	  this	  widespread	  political	  discourse	  that	  posits	  “civilisation”	  as	  the	  opposite	  of	  barbaric	  terrorism	  that	  animates	  at	  least	  some	  of	  the	  resistance	  to	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury’s	  proposal	  for	  an	  accommodation	  with	  shari’ah	  law	  in	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the	  UK.	  Take,	  for	  instance,	  remarks	  in	  The	  Daily	  Mail	  by	  Mark	  Dooley	  (2008)	  who	  suggests	  that	  “when	  the	  future	  of	  Western	  civilisation	  is	  under	  threat,	  such	  posturing	  [by	  the	  Archbishop]	  is	  suicidal”	  or	  Melanie	  Phillips,	  who	  argues	  that	  sacking	  the	  Archbishop	  would	  be	  a	  “powerful	  statement”	  that	  “Britain	  really	  wants	  to	  defend	  itself	  and	  Western	  civilisation”	  (Phillips,	  2008).	  Without	  reference	  to	  a	  civilisational	  discourse	  that	  refers	  to	  shari’ah	  law	  (understood	  to	  be	  an	  aim	  of	  terrorism)	  as	  a	  barbaric	  and	  existential	  threat,	  these	  statements	  would	  be	  simply	  unintelligible.	  They	  resonate	  with	  the	  scores	  of	  other	  references	  to	  barbarity,	  primitivism	  and	  the	  apparently	  medieval	  values	  of	  the	  shari’ah	  that	  appeared	  in	  the	  newspapers	  that	  week,	  and	  press	  into	  service	  an	  established	  and	  readily	  available	  narrative	  that	  functions	  to	  condemn	  threats	  to	  an	  established	  identity.	  	  	  The	  immediate	  conditions	  through	  which	  this	  civilisational	  discourse	  is	  so	  readily	  intelligible	  are,	  of	  course,	  the	  historical	  context	  of	  the	  “War	  on	  Terror”	  and	  a	  similar,	  by	  now	  established	  and	  hegemonic,	  response	  to	  attacks	  on	  New	  York	  and	  Washington	  DC	  four	  years	  earlier	  on	  11	  September	  2001	  (Bowden,	  2009:	  177-­‐178;	  Croft,	  2006:	  70).	  It	  was	  in	  terms	  of	  this	  discursive	  splitting	  of	  the	  world	  into	  “civilised”	  and	  “uncivilised”	  -­‐	  the	  familiar	  discourse	  of	  “are	  you	  with	  us	  or	  against	  us?”	  espoused	  by	  US	  President	  George	  W.	  Bush	  -­‐	  that	  Pakistan	  was	  exhorted	  to	  join	  the	  side	  of	  “civilisation”	  in	  the	  war,	  and	  subsequent	  attempts	  to	  establish	  liberal	  democratic	  government,	  in	  Afghanistan	  (ibid:	  156).	  Thus	  this	  narrative	  is	  already	  deeply	  involved	  in	  the	  domestication	  of	  a	  foreign	  enemy.	  	  It	  would	  be	  wrong,	  however,	  to	  focus	  too	  closely	  on	  this	  immediate	  context	  if	  that	  were	  to	  occlude	  a	  much	  longer	  history	  of	  uses	  of	  the	  notion	  of	  civilisation.	  The	  history	  of	  this	  word,	  and	  the	  practices	  associated	  with	  it,	  has	  been	  painstakingly	  traced	  by	  Brett	  Bowden.	  He	  shows	  in	  detail	  the	  way	  that	  civilisational	  discourses	  have	  been	  used	  since	  colonial	  times	  to	  demand	  conformity	  to	  the	  practices	  characterising	  those	  countries	  that	  think	  of	  themselves	  as	  the	  “West”	  and	  to	  rule	  out	  competing	  practices	  as	  “barbaric”	  (Bowden,	  2009).	  Bowden	  has	  shown	  that	  “civilisation”	  has,	  since	  the	  word’s	  emergence,	  been	  recognisable	  because	  of	  civilised	  countries’	  adherence	  to	  quite	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specific	  models	  of	  governance,	  again	  characterised	  by	  the	  (changing)	  Western	  states	  (ibid).	  	  It	  is	  against	  this	  historical	  involvement	  in	  practices	  of	  governing	  that	  any	  analysis	  of	  the	  civilisational	  narrative	  must	  be	  understood,	  as	  it	  alerts	  us	  to	  the	  deep	  entrenchment	  of	  thinking	  about	  “civilisation”	  as	  liberal	  democracy	  (see	  Hobson,	  2008).	  	  	  To	  talk	  of	  civilisation	  is	  to	  engage	  in	  a	  set	  of	  assumptions,	  a	  practice	  of	  thought,	  about	  the	  history	  of	  the	  world.	  To	  examine	  this	  idea,	  we	  must	  first	  of	  all	  distinguish	  between	  two	  ways	  in	  which	  “civilisation”	  is	  mobilised.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  Samuel	  Huntingdon’s	  (2002)	  influential	  language	  of	  a	  “clash	  of	  civilisations”	  draws	  on	  ideas	  about	  multiple	  civilisations	  co-­‐existing	  in	  time	  but	  separated	  by	  space	  and	  distinguished	  by	  different	  cultural	  values	  -­‐	  “civilisation	  in	  the	  plural”	  (Jackson,	  2006:	  82-­‐87;	  O'Hagan,	  2007;	  Hobson,	  2008).	  Competing	  with	  this,	  importantly,	  is	  a	  notion	  of	  “civilisation	  in	  the	  singular”,	  which	  sees	  civilisation	  as	  “both	  a	  process	  and	  a	  goal	  […]	  a	  term	  for	  expressing	  the	  distinguishing	  characteristics	  of	  a	  good	  society	  and	  also	  the	  process	  by	  which	  people	  are	  made	  fit	  for	  this	  society”	  (Jackson,	  2006:	  83).	  This	  latter	  conception	  of	  civilisation	  operates	  using	  a	  different	  conception	  of	  time:	  it	  is	  a	  teleological	  narrative	  in	  which	  some	  people	  or	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  are	  situated	  further	  back	  in	  time,	  along	  the	  trajectory	  towards	  civilisation,	  in	  a	  past	  that	  the	  “civilised”	  peoples	  have	  already	  gone	  beyond	  (ibid).	  	  	  It	  is	  no	  coincidence	  that	  the	  particular	  point	  in	  history	  when	  the	  term	  “civilisation”	  first	  comes	  into	  widespread	  English	  usage	  (between	  1772	  and	  1836	  Bowden,	  2009:	  31),	  also	  happens	  to	  be	  the	  time	  of	  the	  beginnings	  of	  the	  British	  Empire,	  when	  a	  vexed	  political	  debate	  was	  taking	  place	  regarding	  the	  best	  way	  to	  govern,	  amongst	  others,	  that	  part	  of	  the	  world	  that	  later	  became	  Pakistan.	  Here,	  then,	  we	  have	  the	  premise	  of	  the	  colonial	  “civilising	  mission”,	  an	  endeavour	  which	  consistently	  represented	  non-­‐Western	  countries	  as	  temporally	  backward,	  but	  not	  without	  the	  possibility	  of	  catching	  up,	  often	  understood	  through	  the	  metaphor	  of	  im/maturity.	  Thus,	  indigenous	  people	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  “wards”	  of	  the	  civilised	  nations	  (ibid:	  148-­‐149)	  who	  -­‐	  with	  time	  and	  proper	  tutelage	  -­‐	  may	  grow	  into	  the	  “mature	  adults”	  of	  the	  Enlightenment.	  Thus	  the	  history	  of	  the	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civilisational	  discourse	  is	  inextricably	  intertwined	  with	  a	  sense	  that	  places	  like	  Pakistan	  –	  understood	  to	  be	  the	  point	  of	  origin	  for	  the	  “foreign”	  and	  “barbaric”	  ideology	  of	  the	  terrorists	  –	  are	  behind	  places	  like	  Britain	  in	  time.	  	  The	  two	  conceptions	  of	  civilisation	  -­‐	  plural	  and	  singular	  -­‐	  are	  never	  used	  completely	  in	  isolation	  from	  one	  another,	  but	  always	  interact,	  and	  usually	  in	  ways	  that	  reproduce	  the	  notion	  that	  “civilised	  nations”	  are	  also	  those	  belonging	  to	  a	  specifically	  Western	  “civilisation”	  which	  is	  both	  distinct	  from	  other	  “civilisations”	  or	  cultures	  and	  also	  better,	  less	  barbarous,	  more	  developed	  and	  modern	  (Gregory,	  2004:	  57-­‐58).	  However,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  the	  notion	  of	  “civilisation”	  that	  is	  mobilised	  in	  response	  to	  the	  London	  bombings	  and	  the	  Archbishop	  is	  dominated	  by	  the	  latter	  conception	  -­‐	  “civilisation	  in	  the	  singular”	  –	  as	  evidenced	  not	  least	  by	  the	  constant	  references	  to	  the	  “medieval”	  or	  “primitive”	  aims	  of	  the	  bombers,	  or	  practices	  of	  shari’ah	  law.	  	  	  The	  temporal	  narrative	  of	  civilisation	  is	  underlined	  by	  the	  title	  of	  the	  speech,	  given	  by	  Tony	  Blair	  in	  March	  2006	  (the	  year	  of	  the	  good	  governance	  White	  Papers),	  in	  which	  he	  reflects	  both	  on	  terrorism	  and	  on	  UK	  foreign	  policy:	  “Not	  a	  clash	  between	  civilisations,	  but	  a	  clash	  about	  civilisation”,	  a	  title	  which	  brings	  into	  play	  both	  these	  notions	  of	  civilisation	  before	  settling	  on	  the	  singular	  (Blair,	  2006).	  This	  speech	  depends	  on	  a	  whole	  set	  of	  binary	  formulations	  which	  develop	  and	  extend	  the	  initial	  response	  to	  the	  bombings	  as	  the	  actions	  of	  “barbarians”	  against	  “civilised	  people”	  and	  they	  are	  reliant	  on	  the	  teleological	  temporalities	  of	  the	  “civilisation	  in	  the	  singular”	  narrative,	  suggesting,	  for	  example,	  that	  the	  “battle”	  being	  waged	  is	  “between	  progress	  and	  reaction,	  between	  those	  who	  embrace	  the	  modern	  world	  and	  those	  who	  reject	  its	  existence”.	  This	  kind	  of	  language	  explicitly	  rejects	  the	  idea	  that	  multiple	  civilisations	  could	  co-­‐exist	  in	  the	  world	  and	  therefore	  implies	  that	  those	  who	  are	  not	  (yet)	  civilised	  must	  be	  taken	  on,	  become	  civilised	  or	  be	  destroyed,	  in	  the	  “battle	  of	  values	  and	  progress”	  (Blair,	  2006).	  	  	  There	  is	  another	  temporal	  word	  often	  used	  in	  tandem	  with	  “progress”	  in	  Pakistan	  and	  this	  brings	  us	  to	  our	  second	  story:	  development.	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Development	  
	  The	  attacks	  in	  London	  appeared	  to	  have	  been	  deliberately	  timed	  to	  coincide	  with	  the	  G8	  summit	  in	  Gleneagles.	  This	  was	  a	  summit	  about	  development.	  “It	  is	  particularly	  barbaric”,	  said	  Tony	  Blair	  (2005b),	  “that	  this	  has	  happened	  on	  a	  day	  when	  people	  are	  meeting	  to	  try	  to	  help	  the	  problems	  of	  poverty	  in	  Africa.”	  This	  quite	  obviously	  enacts	  a	  linking	  of	  the	  two	  temporal	  narratives	  of	  civilisation	  and	  development:	  the	  supposed	  “civilised”	  values	  of	  the	  G8,	  the	  UK	  Government	  and	  the	  Make	  Poverty	  History	  campaign,	  as	  opposed	  not	  just	  to	  the	  “barbarism”	  of	  the	  terrorist	  display	  of	  violence,	  but	  also	  to	  the	  barbarities	  of	  poverty,	  lack	  of	  development,	  bad	  governance	  and	  corruption	  (Douzinas,	  2008:	  195).	  	  	  In	  2005,	  the	  “civilising	  mission”	  is	  reinscribed	  in	  the	  discourse	  of	  the	  G8	  summit	  through	  the	  familiar	  story	  of	  “development”	  and	  its	  accompanying	  scripts	  of	  “modernisation”	  and	  “backwardness”,	  which	  tacitly	  assume	  that	  through	  following	  a	  similar	  historical	  process	  to	  that	  experienced	  by	  the	  West,	  non-­‐Western	  people	  or	  countries	  can	  become	  “civilised”	  or	  “developed”	  (for	  more	  on	  the	  relevance	  of	  “development”	  to	  the	  London	  bombings	  and	  “War	  on	  Terror”	  see	  also	  Stephens	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2008:	  6).	  	  	  The	  idea	  of	  “development”	  pre-­‐dates,	  but	  is	  intimately	  linked	  to,	  the	  emergence	  of	  modernisation	  theory,	  which	  was	  inaugurated	  in	  Rostow’s	  famous	  article,	  “The	  Stages	  of	  Growth”	  (1959).	  This	  is	  the	  theory	  that	  assumes	  that	  economic	  development	  as	  it	  occurred	  in	  Western	  Europe	  and	  North	  America	  was	  not	  dependent	  on	  a	  historically-­‐specific	  set	  of	  circumstances,	  but	  is	  rather	  a	  progressive	  and	  benign	  process	  which	  every	  region	  in	  the	  world	  would,	  or	  should,	  go	  through	  as	  part	  of	  the	  inevitable	  process	  of	  history	  leading	  to	  a	  modern	  and	  prosperous	  future.	  This	  assumption	  that	  “developing	  countries”	  are	  not	  essentially	  different	  from	  those	  that	  are	  “developed”	  but	  rather	  situated,	  or	  even	  stuck,	  further	  back	  in	  time	  at	  earlier	  “stages”	  of	  development	  is	  evident	  in	  the	  very	  vocabulary	  of	  “developed”,	  “developing”	  and	  even	  “under-­‐developed”.	  It	  is	  a	  mode	  of	  thinking	  underpins	  the	  enormous	  industry	  of	  “development”,	  in	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which	  “experts”	  from	  developed	  countries	  attempt	  to	  guide	  the	  developing	  world	  through	  these	  stages	  and	  towards	  the	  utopian	  goal	  of	  “development”,	  by	  which	  is	  generally	  meant	  a	  similarity	  to	  the	  West	  (Escobar,	  1994).	  	  The	  specifically	  temporal	  and	  teleological	  notion	  of	  what	  development	  is,	  and	  its	  relation	  to	  the	  idea	  that	  history	  has	  a	  directional	  and	  progressive	  force,	  is	  rather	  neatly	  summed	  up	  by	  Phil	  Vernon	  (2012)	  –	  a	  development	  worker	  and	  Director	  of	  Programmes	  at	  International	  Alert	  –	  “One	  clue	  how	  to	  frame	  our	  aspirations	  is	  to	  imagine	  how	  historians	  in	  a	  hundred	  years	  might	  frame	  the	  history	  of	  human	  progress	  […]	  Put	  simply,	  development	  planning	  is	  history	  looking	  forwards”.	  The	  very	  title	  of	  the	  “Make	  Poverty	  History”	  campaign	  -­‐	  so	  prominent	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  London	  bombings	  -­‐	  is	  reliant	  on	  this	  understanding	  of	  time	  as	  a	  civilising	  force	  moving	  forwards	  in	  the	  service	  of	  progress	  and	  development.	  	  	  It	  was	  a	  summit	  on	  development	  –	  the	  very	  G8	  summit	  that	  coincided	  with	  the	  London	  bombings	  –	  that	  provided	  the	  context	  for	  the	  FCO	  and	  DFID	  White	  Papers	  of	  2006.	  These	  are	  the	  documents	  that	  so	  clearly	  spell	  out	  the	  UK	  Government’s	  commitment	  to	  the	  agendas	  and	  technologies	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  and	  good	  governance	  as	  an	  intrinsic	  element	  of	  development.	  It	  had	  not	  always	  been	  the	  case	  that	  democracy	  and	  development	  were	  considered	  to	  be	  so	  deeply	  intertwined.	  Indeed,	  the	  protracted	  debate	  about	  whether	  democratisation	  inhibits	  or	  promotes	  economic	  development	  (Lipset,	  1960;	  Hadenius,	  1997;	  Przeworski	  et	  al.,	  1996;	  Przeworski	  and	  Limongi,	  1993;	  Helliwell,	  1994;	  Gillies,	  1993)	  has	  only	  died	  away	  in	  the	  last	  fifteen	  years.	  Yet,	  as	  the	  White	  Papers	  attest,	  there	  is	  now	  a	  powerful	  articulation	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  development	  in	  policy	  thinking,	  such	  that	  development	  is	  by	  
definition	  characterised	  by	  the	  presence	  of	  democratic	  institutions	  (see	  above	  and	  also	  Quadir,	  2007:	  99;	  Smillie,	  2007:	  57;	  Burnell,	  2000:	  4,	  5,	  15,	  20,	  28).	  	  	  To	  understand	  this,	  we	  need	  to	  look	  more	  closely	  at	  the	  third	  story	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves:	  the	  story	  about	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy.	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  The	  democratisation/development	  debate	  is	  less	  about	  whether	  practitioners	  should	  promote	  development	  or	  democracy,	  but	  rather	  about	  which	  should	  come	  
first.	  This	  is	  because,	  just	  like	  the	  story	  of	  development,	  the	  story	  of	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy	  is	  animated	  by	  constant	  analogies	  between	  European	  history	  and	  the	  history	  of	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  world.	  By	  viewing	  contemporary	  Europe	  as	  a	  developed	  and	  democratic	  ideal	  endpoint,	  this	  narrative	  both	  idealises	  the	  institutions	  we	  now	  have	  and	  assumes	  that	  history	  elsewhere	  will	  follow	  a	  similar	  path.	  
	  We	  have	  seen	  that	  a	  common	  and	  idealised	  historical	  narrative	  told	  about	  Britain	  is	  one	  that	  stresses	  a	  slow	  but	  continual	  process	  of	  struggle	  and	  development	  that	  has	  brought	  us	  democracy	  (see	  Colley,	  2009).	  As	  part	  of	  this	  narrative,	  certain	  key	  events	  –	  the	  Magna	  Carta,	  the	  Glorious	  Revolution,	  the	  Great	  Reform	  Act,	  votes	  for	  women,	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  –	  are	  totemic	  moments	  that	  can	  be	  appealed	  to	  in	  order	  to	  remind	  democratic	  citizens	  of	  the	  hard-­‐won	  nature	  of	  their	  rights	  and	  secure	  commitment	  to	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  identity.	  Compare	  this	  with	  DFID’s	  assertion	  that,	  “Building	  democratic	  values	  and	  institutions	  takes	  time.	  The	  democratic	  institutions	  we	  have	  in	  the	  UK	  took	  centuries	  to	  evolve”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  20).	  These	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  are	  deeply	  influential	  for	  the	  manner	  in	  which	  Britain	  engages	  with	  its	  undemocratic	  others.	  	  Thus,	  despite	  the	  concern	  with	  local	  histories	  and	  contexts	  that	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  other	  countries	  -­‐	  like	  Pakistan	  -­‐	  can	  appear	  to	  be	  ciphers	  of	  an	  idealised	  Western	  history.	  Democracy	  is	  very	  often	  assumed	  to	  be	  an	  inevitable	  outcome	  of	  the	  history	  the	  West	  has	  been	  through.	  Furthermore,	  events	  from	  a	  specific	  Western	  history	  populate	  accounts	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  as	  though	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  were	  just	  empty	  vessels	  waiting	  to	  be	  filled	  via	  the	  same	  trajectory.	  For	  example,	  Sue	  Unsworth	  suggests	  that:	  “An	  example	  from	  the	  history	  of	  Western	  Europe	  is	  the	  long	  process	  of	  (often	  violent)	  bargaining	  between	  rulers	  and	  citizens	  that	  resulted	  in	  the	  creation	  of	  civil,	  political	  and	  economic	  rights	  in	  return	  for	  recognition	  of	  obligation	  to	  pay	  tax”	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  33).	  Similarly,	  Sheri	  Berman	  defends	  a	  social	  democratic	  approach	  to	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Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  these	  terms:	  “During	  the	  nineteenth	  and	  the	  first	  half	  of	  the	  twentieth	  century,	  Europe	  was	  the	  most	  turbulent	  region	  on	  earth	  […]	  Yet	  during	  the	  second	  half	  of	  the	  twentieth	  century	  it	  was	  one	  of	  the	  most	  stable,	  a	  study	  in	  democracy,	  social	  harmony	  and	  prosperity”	  (2012:	  68),	  going	  on	  to	  conclude	  that	  “democracy	  promoters	  have	  lessons	  to	  learn	  from	  Europe’s	  experience”	  (Berman,	  2012:	  83).	  Western	  history	  is	  understood	  and	  narrated	  as	  a	  difficult	  yet	  inexorable	  progress	  towards	  a	  set	  of	  institutions	  that	  have	  offered	  democratic	  rights	  to	  the	  poor	  and	  the	  powerless.	  Thus,	  it	  seems	  perfectly	  logical	  to	  prescribe	  a	  similar	  path	  for	  the	  poor	  and	  powerless	  elsewhere.	  	  Jeremy	  Gould	  (2005:	  11)	  –	  who	  otherwise	  provides	  a	  nuanced	  account	  of	  postcolonial	  flows	  of	  power	  –	  also	  offers	  an	  idealised	  version	  of	  Western	  history	  by	  suggesting	  that	  in	  Western	  countries	  “demands	  for	  public	  consultation	  and	  participation”	  were	  decisive	  in	  the	  development	  of	  liberal,	  democratic	  institutions	  in	  ways	  that	  are	  denied	  to	  contemporary	  developing	  countries.	  This	  is	  a	  particularly	  important	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  development	  and	  democracy,	  then,	  because	  it	  asks	  the	  question	  why	  countries	  like	  Pakistan	  are	  still	  stuck	  in	  the	  past,	  unable	  to	  benefit	  from	  the	  fruits	  of	  history:	  the	  answer,	  as	  we	  will	  see	  in	  more	  detail,	  is	  that	  they	  have	  been	  blocked	  by	  uneven	  imperial	  power	  relations	  from	  achieving	  their	  natural	  historical	  trajectory.	  	  	  In	  light	  of	  the	  pervasiveness	  of	  references	  to	  Western	  history	  as	  a	  model,	  it	  is	  unsurprising	  that	  an	  underlying	  teleology,	  underwritten	  by	  references	  both	  to	  civilisation	  and	  to	  development,	  is	  easy	  to	  trace	  in	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  literature:	  	  DFID,	  for	  example,	  makes	  reference	  to	  poverty	  and	  poor	  governance	  as	  a	  state	  of	  “lagging	  behind”	  (DFID,	  2006e:	  44)	  as	  well	  as	  suggesting	  that	  “[b]uilding	  democratic	  values	  and	  institutions	  takes	  time”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  20).	  Thomas	  Carothers	  proposes	  that:	  “By	  sending	  out	  more	  and	  more	  delegations	  to	  monitor	  elections	  […]	  the	  established	  Western	  democracies	  have	  reinforced	  the	  basic	  idea	  that	  holding	  elections	  is	  something	  that	  civilized	  countries	  do”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  87).	  Meanwhile,	  Larry	  Diamond	  speaks	  about	  “progress”	  towards	  the	  notion	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  “universal	  value”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  13).	  Sue	  Unsworth,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  narrates	  a	  cautionary	  history	  of	  Democracy	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Promotion	  itself	  as	  a	  series	  of	  failures,	  a	  long	  series	  of	  “fixes”,	  unsuccessful	  practices	  that	  have	  moved	  into,	  then	  quickly	  out	  of,	  fashion	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  23-­‐27),	  but	  nevertheless	  suggests	  that	  certain	  more	  recent	  practices	  are	  an	  “advance”	  (ibid:	  31).	  All	  these	  examples	  also	  imply	  that	  history	  itself	  has	  an	  evolutionary	  logic	  and	  that	  with	  the	  passage	  of	  time	  similar	  institutions	  would	  be	  likely	  to	  emerge	  everywhere:	  a	  way	  of	  thinking	  is	  influenced	  by	  the	  “civilisation-­‐in-­‐the-­‐singular”,	  or	  developmental,	  narrative	  that	  we	  might	  all	  be	  moving,	  at	  different	  rates,	  towards	  the	  same	  set	  of	  values.	  	  	  	  This	  is	  the	  case	  even	  for	  some	  writers	  who	  are	  critical	  of	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  order.	  Consider,	  for	  example,	  William	  Robinson’s	  suggestion,	  within	  his	  Gramscian	  analysis	  of	  contemporary	  democracy	  promotion,	  that:	  “What	  was	  ‘discovered’	  [in	  1492]	  was	  not	  the	  Americas,	  but	  universal	  human	  history	  and	  the	  world	  as	  one	  totality”	  (Robinson,	  1996:	  4).	  This	  sentence	  draws	  upon	  the	  discovery	  of	  the	  “savage”	  and	  the	  Enlightenment	  understanding	  of	  him	  as	  a	  figure	  who	  represents	  the	  past	  -­‐	  a	  representation	  of	  what	  Europe	  once	  was	  like	  -­‐	  which	  concomitantly	  offers	  our	  own	  society	  as	  his	  future	  and	  his	  destiny.	  	  More	  on	  the	  savage	  below,	  but	  first	  it	  is	  important	  to	  say	  that	  not	  all	  accounts	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  are	  complacent	  or	  confident	  in	  succeeding	  in	  offering	  the	  benefits	  of	  history	  to	  the	  undeveloped.	  This	  is	  often	  because	  of	  the	  confrontation	  between	  the	  broad	  teleologies	  offered	  by	  this	  version	  of	  history	  with	  the	  actual	  historicity	  of	  events.	  Sue	  Unsworth,	  for	  example,	  offers	  a	  rather	  different	  take	  on	  what	  might	  be	  learned	  from	  history:	  “This	  process	  of	  institution	  building	  is	  inherently	  messy,	  conflict	  ridden,	  incremental,	  uncertain,	  and	  long	  term”	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  33).	  Despite	  the	  open-­‐endedness	  she	  claims	  to	  find	  in	  history,	  she	  nevertheless	  takes	  it	  as	  a	  basis	  for	  her	  claim	  that:	  “[h]istorically	  	  poor	  people	  have	  almost	  always	  made	  progress	  in	  alliance	  with	  more	  powerful	  groups”	  (ibid:	  38).	  She	  has	  an	  endpoint	  (“progress”)	  -­‐	  and	  a	  set	  of	  universal	  processes	  (“institution-­‐building”,	  “alliances”)	  as	  ways	  of	  getting	  there	  -­‐	  in	  mind,	  even	  if	  chaotic	  events	  might	  get	  in	  the	  way.	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This	  identification	  of	  historicity	  as	  an	  obstacle	  is	  reminiscent	  of	  Larry	  Diamond’s	  view	  that	  “we	  have	  to	  identify	  the	  historical	  and	  structural	  obstacles	  to	  democracy	  around	  the	  world”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  6).	  History	  is	  what	  appears	  to	  be	  getting	  in	  the	  way	  of	  progress:	  “History	  has	  seen	  no	  shortage	  of	  [human	  failings],	  which	  have	  played	  a	  large	  role	  in	  the	  breakdown	  of	  democracy.	  But	  human	  progress	  follows	  from	  the	  capacity	  to	  learn	  from	  and	  transcend	  our	  failings”	  (ibid:	  13).	  An	  acknowledgement	  of	  the	  contingency	  and	  open-­‐endedness	  of	  history,	  then,	  does	  little	  to	  disrupt	  the	  underlying	  teleology.	  Various	  ways	  of	  describing	  the	  disappointments	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  underline	  this	  point:	  there	  has	  been	  “backsliding”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  2),	  “democratic	  recession”,	  “setbacks”,	  “deterioration”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  12)	  and	  “reversals”	  (Swain	  et	  al.,	  2011:	  1).	  All	  these	  words	  connote	  an	  endpoint	  toward	  which	  there	  is	  the	  possibility	  of	  linear	  progress	  or	  regress:	  but	  no	  real	  notion	  of	  the	  multiple	  possibilities	  that	  a	  truly	  open-­‐ended	  version	  of	  history	  might	  proliferate.	  	  Now	  that	  the	  profoundly	  teleological	  logic	  of	  the	  story	  Democracy	  Promotion	  tells	  of	  itself	  has	  been	  unearthed,	  it	  is	  easy	  to	  understand	  the	  deep	  intertwining	  of	  developmental	  and	  Democracy	  Promotion	  narratives.	  On	  the	  face	  of	  it,	  the	  democratisation/development	  debate	  had	  appeared	  to	  take	  issue	  with	  the	  assumption	  (much	  coloured	  by	  modernisation	  theory)	  that	  all	  good	  things	  go	  together.	  However,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  at	  root	  the	  debate	  never	  really	  contested	  the	  idea	  of	  democracy	  as	  an	  endpoint.	  Rather	  it	  took	  as	  its	  target	  the	  concrete	  ways	  in	  which	  democratisation	  and	  economic	  development	  should	  be	  
sequenced	  within	  an	  overall	  narrative	  that	  took	  the	  Western	  developed	  countries	  as	  their	  model.	  As	  such,	  it	  offers	  no	  genuine	  critique	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  capitalism	  as	  the	  ultimate	  endpoint	  -­‐	  merely	  doubts	  about	  how	  to	  get	  there.	  	  The	  stories	  that	  practioners	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  tell	  about	  the	  Cold	  War,	  and	  its	  end,	  appear	  to	  quell	  those	  doubts.	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Above,	  we	  saw	  understandings	  of	  an	  unbroken	  teleological	  history	  of	  the	  evolution	  of	  democracy	  in	  Britain,	  which	  contrasted	  with	  a	  history	  of	  colonisation	  in	  Pakistan.	  Movements	  for	  national	  self-­‐determination	  in	  1945,	  by	  the	  same	  account,	  offered	  a	  new	  opportunity,	  however,	  for	  history	  to	  take	  its	  proper	  course,	  with	  the	  help	  and	  participation	  of	  Western	  nations	  who	  had	  already	  been	  there.	  However,	  the	  Cold	  War	  is	  understood	  to	  have	  hindered	  history	  through	  the	  cynical	  prioritisation	  of	  short-­‐term	  political	  objectives	  over	  long-­‐term	  support	  for	  the	  proper	  course	  of	  history.	  Thus	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  in	  1989,	  understood	  as	  the	  victory	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  becomes	  another	  totemic	  moment	  for	  practitioners	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  when	  they	  reflect	  on	  the	  historical	  justifications	  for	  what	  it	  is	  they	  are	  doing.	  	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  readily	  understood	  as	  having	  emerged	  as	  a	  Cold	  War	  project.	  It	  is	  widely	  considered	  to	  have	  its	  origins	  directly	  after	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  with	  the	  beginnings	  of	  struggles	  for	  national	  self-­‐determination	  and	  the	  end	  of	  colonial	  rule,	  coinciding	  with	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  country	  called	  Pakistan.	  This	  is	  the	  understanding	  offered	  by	  the	  historical	  narratives	  in	  the	  Democracy	  Promotion	  literature.	  Both	  Sue	  Unsworth	  and	  Ian	  Smillie	  offer	  potted	  histories	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  that	  begin	  in	  the	  late	  1940s	  and	  acknowledge	  the	  role	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  as	  a	  Cold	  War	  strategy	  (Unsworth,	  2007:	  23-­‐27;	  Smillie,	  2007;	  see	  also	  the	  discussion	  of	  Laurence	  Whitehead’s	  work	  above	  in	  Chapter	  1).	  This	  reading	  of	  history	  suggests	  that	  the	  initial	  articulation	  of	  democracy	  and	  development	  was	  a	  specific	  response	  both	  to	  a	  shameful	  past	  of	  imperialism	  and,	  importantly,	  to	  alternative	  models	  of	  development	  offered	  by	  the	  Soviet	  Union.	  Take,	  for	  example,	  President	  Truman’s	  inaugural	  address	  in	  1949,	  at	  which	  he	  said	  	   The	  old	  imperialism	  -­‐	  exploitation	  for	  foreign	  profit	  -­‐	  has	  no	  place	  in	  our	  plans.	  What	  we	  envisage	  is	  a	  program	  of	  development	  based	  on	  the	  concepts	  of	  democratic	  fair	  dealing	  (quoted	  in	  Esteva,	  1992:	  6).	  	  	  It	  seems	  that	  from	  its	  very	  beginnings,	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  understood	  as	  a	  ruptural	  break,	  in	  1945,	  from	  an	  oppressive	  history	  of	  civilising	  missions.	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Somewhat	  similarly,	  Brigg	  points	  out	  that	  a	  metaphor	  of	  “colonisation”	  is	  regularly	  employed	  by	  writers	  in	  the	  “post-­‐development”	  school	  who	  critique	  the	  teleologies	  of	  development.	  He	  compares	  the	  colonial	  period	  to	  Foucault’s	  conceptualisation	  of	  “sovereign	  power”,	  which	  relates	  above	  all	  to	  violence,	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  sovereign	  to	  take	  away	  the	  life	  of	  subjects	  (Foucault,	  1981:	  135-­‐136),	  and	  argues	  therefore	  that	  metaphors	  of	  colonisation	  are	  wrongly	  applied	  to	  the	  modern	  “development”	  era	  since	  1945,	  because	  “development	  operates	  through	  the	  mobilisation	  of	  interests	  and	  aspirations	  of	  Third	  World	  subjects”	  (Brigg,	  2002:	  424).	  The	  meaning	  of	  1945	  is	  readily	  understood,	  then,	  as	  a	  ruptural	  moment	  when	  power	  was	  redistributed	  from	  imperial	  rulers	  to	  a	  multiplicity	  of	  local	  individuals,	  ideally	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  ballot	  paper.	  	  However,	  the	  story	  runs,	  the	  experience	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  means	  that	  this	  process	  was	  initially	  deeply	  imperfect,	  with	  the	  principles	  of	  democracy	  frequently	  being	  “betrayed”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  1-­‐2)	  by	  cynical	  Western	  leaders,	  keen	  on	  short-­‐term	  gain	  in	  the	  struggle	  with	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  even	  at	  the	  price	  of	  the	  very	  principles	  of	  democracy	  they	  were	  ultimately	  attempting	  to	  defend.	  This	  is,	  of	  course,	  a	  common	  element	  in	  the	  story	  we	  tell	  of	  our	  relationship	  with	  Pakistan.	  Particularly	  widespread	  is	  the	  story	  of	  anti-­‐democratic	  military	  dictator,	  General	  Zia	  ul-­‐Haq,	  whose	  rule	  was	  propped	  up	  by	  funding	  and	  support	  from	  America	  in	  return	  for	  his	  support	  for	  the	  Mujaheddin’s	  struggle	  against	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  in	  Afghanistan	  (Rashid,	  2008:	  184;	  Cohen,	  2004:	  302-­‐303).	  This	  is	  a	  narrative	  about	  Pakistan	  that	  is	  still	  regularly	  told:	  for	  instance,	  a	  box	  office	  hit,	  the	  film	  Charlie	  
Wilson’s	  War	  (Nichols,	  2010)	  narrated	  in	  detail	  –	  in	  cinema	  multiplexes	  and	  living	  rooms	  -­‐	  the	  story	  of	  the	  compromises	  with	  anti-­‐democratic	  power	  that	  took	  place	  in	  the	  name	  of	  the	  fight	  for	  democracy	  itself	  in	  Pakistan	  in	  the	  1980s.	  The	  film	  ends	  with	  the	  worrying	  spectre	  of	  a	  resurgence	  of	  anti-­‐democratic	  power	  as	  the	  Taliban	  take	  over	  Afghanistan.	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  JT	  Rogers’	  play,	  Blood	  and	  Gifts,	  which	  takes	  as	  one	  of	  its	  concerns	  British	  acquiescence	  in	  these	  events,	  got	  a	  staging	  at	  the	  National	  Theatre	  in	  London	  in	  2010.	  This	  play	  demonstrates	  the	  ongoing	  perception	  that	  the	  story	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  struggle	  in	  Pakistan	  is	  relevant	  to	  the	  growth	  of	  “barbaric”	  and	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anti-­‐democratic	  forces.	  Western	  funding	  is	  portrayed	  as	  causing	  the	  desire	  of	  the	  Afghan	  Taliban	  to	  “cross	  oceans”	  in	  order	  to	  “spread”	  Islam	  (Rogers,	  2010:	  124).	  Whilst	  it	  might	  be	  objected	  that	  the	  Afghan	  Taliban	  are	  not	  known	  for	  crossing	  oceans	  to	  proselytise	  or	  commit	  terrorist	  crime	  (Gardner,	  2010),	  the	  point	  is	  to	  note	  that	  the	  ultimately	  self-­‐defeating	  nature	  of	  supporting	  undemocratic	  dictators	  in	  the	  name	  of	  democracy	  is	  now	  quite	  widely	  taken	  as	  read.	  These	  sorts	  of	  stories	  continue	  to	  function	  as	  a	  cautionary	  tale	  about	  the	  dangers	  of	  blocking	  the	  progressive	  path	  of	  history	  with	  short-­‐term	  political	  machinations.	  	  Despite	  this	  critique	  of	  Cold	  War	  practices,	  however,	  the	  period	  is	  still	  viewed	  as	  the	  last	  stage	  in	  a	  teleological	  history	  that	  was	  leading	  inexorably	  to	  the	  triumph	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  universally	  acknowledged	  set	  of	  values.	  Larry	  Diamond	  thus	  provides	  an	  account	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  as	  a	  clear	  case	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy:	  a	  narrative	  of	  two	  possible	  alternatives	  -­‐	  democracy	  or	  Soviet-­‐style	  communism	  -­‐	  rather	  than	  any	  sense	  of	  multiple	  or	  open-­‐ended	  trajectories	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  4).	  	  	  If	  the	  Cold	  War	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  an	  era	  of	  contestation	  between	  two	  possible	  ways	  of	  governing,	  then	  its	  conclusion	  lays	  down	  the	  conditions	  of	  possibility	  for	  seeing	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  the	  only	  contender	  after	  the	  fall	  of	  Soviet	  communism.	  This	  seems	  like	  an	  obvious	  point.	  The	  importance	  of	  1989	  as	  a	  decisive	  and	  ruptural	  moment	  is	  almost	  undisputed:	  1989	  is	  understood	  as	  the	  “twelve	  months	  that	  shook	  the	  world”	  (Smillie,	  2007:	  48;	  see	  also	  Unsworth,	  2007:	  24;	  Carothers,	  2004:	  19).	  This	  was	  the	  era	  that	  was	  dubbed	  “the	  end	  of	  history”:	  the	  (dialectical)	  battle	  of	  ideas	  was	  understood	  -­‐	  and	  not	  only	  by	  Francis	  Fukyama	  -­‐	  to	  have	  been	  decisively	  won	  by	  one	  side,	  such	  that	  the	  one	  best	  way	  to	  govern	  was	  no	  longer	  an	  open	  question	  (Fukuyama,	  1989,	  1993;	  McFaul,	  2004).	  	  	  The	  ruptural	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  leaves	  us	  in	  no	  doubt	  as	  to	  where	  the	  logic	  of	  history	  has	  brought	  us.	  The	  important	  and	  influential	  four	  volume	  study	  of	  democracy	  in	  developing	  countries	  published	  in	  1988	  states	  in	  its	  introduction	  that:	  “democracy	  is	  the	  only	  model	  of	  government	  with	  any	  broad	  ideological	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legitimacy	  and	  appeal	  in	  the	  world	  today”	  (Diamond	  et	  al.,	  1988:	  x).	  Viewed	  after	  an	  intervening	  period	  of	  twenty	  years,	  for	  one	  of	  the	  authors,	  the	  “third	  wave”	  of	  democratisation	  that	  1989	  inaugurates	  is	  celebrated	  as:	  “the	  greatest	  transformation	  of	  the	  way	  states	  are	  governed	  in	  the	  history	  of	  the	  world”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  6).	  The	  FCO	  introduces	  its	  2006	  White	  Paper	  with	  the	  words:	  “With	  the	  collapse	  of	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  the	  order	  that	  had	  set	  the	  framework	  for	  international	  relations	  for	  nearly	  50	  years	  came	  to	  an	  end.	  Markets	  and	  democracy	  spread	  across	  much	  of	  the	  world”	  (FCO,	  2006:	  6).	  In	  the	  words	  of	  Slavoj	  Žižek,	  “It	  is	  easy	  to	  make	  fun	  of	  Fukuyama’s	  notion	  of	  the	  End	  of	  History,	  but	  the	  dominant	  ethos	  today	  is	  ‘Fukuyamaian’:	  liberal	  democratic	  capitalism	  is	  accepted	  as	  the	  finally	  found	  formula	  of	  the	  best	  possible	  society”	  (2008:	  421).	  	  	  	  Even	  in	  more	  critical	  accounts,	  there	  is	  nevertheless	  a	  sense	  of	  a	  pivotal	  moment:	  William	  Robinson	  denies	  that	  we	  have	  reached	  “the	  end	  of	  history”	  but	  writes	  that	  “we	  are	  living	  in	  a	  time	  of	  transition	  from	  one	  great	  epoch	  to	  another;	  we	  stand	  at	  a	  great	  historic	  crossroad,	  the	  fourth	  in	  modern	  world	  history”	  (Robinson,	  1996:	  4).	  Meanwhile,	  Christopher	  Hobson	  detects	  a	  “new	  standard	  of	  civilization”	  emerging	  after	  1989	  which	  asserts	  that	  “truth	  and	  ‘rightness’”	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governance	  in	  ways	  that	  exclude	  alternatives	  (Hobson,	  2008:	  83-­‐85).	  	  	  These	  various	  readings	  of	  history	  all	  function	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  the	  world	  now	  is	  understood	  to	  be,	  in	  important	  respects,	  different	  from	  the	  era	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	  If	  at	  that	  time,	  democracy	  was	  promoted	  strategically	  and	  sporadically,	  with	  an	  ideological	  enemy	  in	  view,	  now	  it	  is	  promoted	  ethically,	  as	  the	  one	  proper	  path	  through	  history.	  The	  final	  obstacle	  to	  the	  correct	  passage	  through	  history	  –	  alternative	  models	  offered	  by	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  -­‐	  has	  now	  been	  lifted.	  As	  such,	  it	  is	  no	  surprise	  that	  democracy	  promoters	  distance	  themselves	  not	  only	  from	  modernisation	  theory	  but	  from	  the	  tactics	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  19)	  and	  institutions	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  (DFID,	  2006e:	  8).	  	  	  The	  sense	  of	  dramatic	  promise	  that	  1989	  appears	  to	  have	  offered,	  then,	  alongside	  a	  widespread	  narrative	  of	  the	  undisputed	  goodness	  of	  liberal	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democracy,	  enables	  an	  understanding	  of	  1989	  as	  a	  turning	  point	  in	  history	  and	  the	  removal	  of	  a	  serious	  impediment	  to	  the	  progress	  of	  teleological	  time.	  A	  moral	  tone	  now	  pervades	  the	  discourse	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  at	  the	  time	  and	  in	  subsequent	  years,	  which	  -­‐	  as	  both	  Rita	  Abrahamsen	  (2000:	  36)	  and	  April	  Biccum	  (2005)	  have	  separately	  pointed	  out	  -­‐	  suggests	  a	  profound	  continuity	  with	  earlier	  colonial,	  civilising	  practices.	  Thus	  Douglas	  Hurd	  in	  1990	  is	  able	  to	  talk	  about	  a	  “moral	  duty”	  (both	  towards	  the	  citizens	  of	  other	  countries	  and	  British	  taxpayers)	  to	  promote	  democracy	  (Hurd,	  1990:	  4),	  whilst	  the	  subsequent	  Labour	  government,	  at	  least	  in	  its	  early	  years,	  made	  much	  of	  its	  “ethical	  foreign	  policy”	  (Cook,	  1997b,	  a)	  and	  the	  moral	  dimension	  of	  its	  aid	  programme	  (Marriage,	  2006).	  	  	  Given	  the	  continuity	  of	  a	  teleological	  Democracy	  Promotion	  narrative	  with	  older	  practices	  of	  civilisation	  and	  development,	  it	  is	  all	  the	  more	  remarkable	  that	  1989	  has	  come	  to	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  moment	  of	  rupture	  and	  change.	  This	  mode	  of	  talking	  about	  history,	  however,	  serves	  an	  important	  purpose,	  enabling	  democracy	  promoters	  to	  dissociate	  themselves	  from	  a	  shameful	  past,	  whether	  that	  be	  colonial	  oppression	  or	  Cold	  War	  manipulation.	  The	  End	  of	  History,	  and	  the	  way	  that	  it	  appears	  both	  to	  demonstrate	  the	  progressive	  nature	  of	  history	  and	  unblock	  the	  last	  impediment	  to	  its	  realisation,	  provide	  a	  justification	  for	  present	  and	  future-­‐oriented	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  	  Civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy	  are	  pervasive	  stories	  that	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves:	  stories	  that	  orient	  us	  towards	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  world	  and	  secure	  a	  developed	  identity	  by	  showing	  us	  an	  “other”	  who	  is	  poor,	  backward,	  badly	  governed	  and	  in	  need.	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  here	  that	  the	  success	  of	  a	  discourse	  or	  set	  of	  practices	  need	  have	  little	  to	  do	  with	  whether	  or	  not	  it	  achieves	  its	  stated	  aims.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  Foucault	  (1979)	  shows	  us	  that	  the	  prison’s	  self-­‐perpetuation	  and	  apparent	  inevitability	  is	  extraordinary	  precisely	  because	  of	  its	  utter	  failure	  to	  reform	  criminals	  or	  deter	  crime.	  Its	  success	  resides	  in	  the	  way	  that	  it	  now	  seems	  indispensable.	  Its	  techniques	  and	  technologies	  have	  extended	  beyond	  itself,	  crafting	  ways	  of	  living	  and	  being	  (discipline,	  panopticism,	  individualisation)	  that	  reach	  beyond	  its	  heavy	  walls.	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  The	  success	  of	  the	  project	  of	  development	  since	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Second	  World	  War,	  with	  the	  incorporation	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  as	  an	  integral	  element	  of	  it	  particularly	  after	  1989,	  can	  be	  described	  in	  similar	  terms.	  Despite	  the	  failure	  of	  development	  and	  good	  governance	  projects	  and	  programmes	  to	  reduce	  the	  prevalence	  of	  poverty	  and	  inequality	  in	  the	  global	  South,	  our	  understanding	  of	  the	  world	  is	  powerfully	  influenced	  by	  this	  division	  into	  “developed”	  and	  “developing”	  countries,	  and	  it	  is	  hard	  to	  imagine	  contemporary	  international	  relations	  without	  the	  ongoing	  technologies,	  practices	  and	  identities	  that	  are	  linked	  to	  developmental	  thinking.	  Before	  looking	  in	  more	  detail	  at	  these	  technologies	  and	  practices,	  let	  us	  consider	  the	  identities	  that	  these	  teleological	  stories	  produce.	  	  
Who	  are	  the	  Others?	  
	  We	  have	  now	  looked	  at	  three	  stories	  that	  offer	  a	  teleological	  version	  of	  history:	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy.	  These	  stories	  inform	  and	  map	  onto	  each	  other	  in	  complex	  ways,	  but	  what	  they	  share	  is	  a	  mode	  of	  thinking	  that	  constitutes	  the	  self	  by	  reference	  to	  an	  other	  who	  is	  backward,	  trapped	  in	  the	  past	  and	  in	  need	  of	  moving	  forward	  through	  the	  trajectory	  of	  a	  history	  that	  is	  given	  in	  advance.	  	  Such	  stories,	  as	  I	  have	  suggested,	  constitute	  identity	  by	  positing	  a	  distinction	  by	  which	  we	  can	  know	  the	  self	  in	  contradistinction	  to	  the	  other,	  as	  well	  as	  to	  know	  our	  friends	  (the	  G8	  leaders)	  from	  our	  enemies	  (terrorists,	  dictators).	  This	  is	  important	  both	  for	  British	  policy	  in	  Pakistan	  (and	  other	  parts	  of	  the	  world)	  and,	  more	  critically,	  for	  the	  very	  constitution	  of	  British	  identity.	  We	  need,	  then,	  to	  examine	  exactly	  how	  the	  distinction	  operates	  in	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  thought	  when	  we	  distinguish	  between	  civilisation	  and	  its	  others.	  	  	  
Uncivilised	  others:	  the	  savage	  and	  the	  barbarian	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What	  is	  logically	  implied	  by	  the	  narrative	  of	  civilisation-­‐in-­‐the-­‐singular	  is	  that	  not	  all	  the	  others	  of	  civilisation	  need	  be	  contained	  or	  destroyed:	  some	  of	  them	  can	  be	  domesticated	  and	  made	  safe	  by	  being	  brought	  up	  to	  date.	  Despite	  the	  apparent	  binarism	  of	  the	  division	  of	  the	  world	  into	  “civilised”	  and	  “uncivilised”	  nations,	  there	  are	  two	  figures	  who	  stand	  outside	  the	  reading	  of	  the	  history	  offered	  by	  “civilisation	  in-­‐the-­‐singular”:	  as	  Foucault	  points	  out,	  we	  can	  understand	  the	  “other”	  of	  civilisation	  as	  either	  the	  “barbarian”	  or	  the	  “savage”	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  194-­‐197).	  	  	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  the	  barbarian	  “is	  someone	  who	  can	  be	  understood,	  defined	  and	  characterized	  only	  in	  relation	  to	  a	  civilization	  […]	  There	  can	  be	  no	  barbarian	  unless	  an	  island	  of	  civilization	  exists	  somewhere,	  unless	  he	  lives	  outside	  it	  and	  unless	  he	  fights	  it”	  (ibid:	  195).	  	  Although	  not	  disrupting	  the	  singular	  nature	  of	  civilisation	  -­‐	  the	  barbarian	  is	  by	  definition,	  and	  in	  his	  belligerence,	  not	  the	  occupant	  of	  an	  “alternative”	  civilisation	  in	  a	  multi-­‐civilisational	  world	  -­‐	  he	  is	  both	  a	  warlike	  and	  a	  wicked	  figure	  and	  there	  seems	  little	  to	  be	  done	  with	  him:	  he	  can	  only	  be	  contained.	  The	  discourse	  of	  the	  “barbarity”	  of	  the	  attacks	  on	  London	  relates	  precisely	  to	  this	  irredeemable	  and	  warlike	  conception	  of	  the	  uncivilised	  other	  who	  co-­‐exists	  with	  civilisation	  in	  time	  and	  space.	  	  	  The	  barbarian	  has	  been	  a	  figure	  in	  political	  thought	  since	  Herodotus,	  but	  in	  contrast,	  the	  savage	  is	  of	  relatively	  recent	  origins,	  probably	  contemporaneous	  with	  the	  “discovery”	  of	  the	  Americas.	  The	  word	  comes	  from	  the	  Latin	  for	  a	  wood	  (silvaticus),	  and	  originally	  described	  people	  living	  in	  forests	  without	  the	  benefits	  of	  organised	  society	  (Salter,	  2002:	  20).	  The	  savage	  therefore	  exists	  prior	  to	  civilisation	  and	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  ancestor	  of	  Western	  civilised	  man:	  	  	   The	  savage	  -­‐	  noble	  or	  otherwise	  -­‐	  is	  the	  natural	  man	  whom	  the	  jurists	  or	  theorists	  of	  right	  dreamed	  up,	  the	  natural	  man	  who	  existed	  before	  society	  existed,	  who	  existed	  in	  order	  to	  constitute	  society	  […and]	  that	  other	  natural	  man	  or	  ideal	  element	  dreamed	  up	  by	  economists	  -­‐	  a	  man	  without	  a	  past	  or	  a	  history,	  who	  is	  motivated	  only	  by	  self-­‐interest	  and	  who	  exchanges	  the	  product	  of	  his	  labor	  for	  another	  product	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  194).	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As	  such,	  once	  the	  savage	  enters	  into	  the	  social	  and	  economic	  contracts	  of	  sovereignty	  and	  exchange	  that	  characterise	  Western	  civilisation,	  he	  is	  no	  longer	  a	  savage	  (ibid:	  195)	  and	  consequently	  there	  is	  always	  the	  possibility	  that	  the	  savage	  may	  enter	  history,	  be	  brought	  forwards	  in	  time	  and	  domesticated,	  as	  Western	  man	  must	  once	  likewise	  have	  been.	  	  	  	  
Civilised	  and	  uncivilised	  gendering	  	  This	  discussion	  of	  the	  civilised	  and	  savage	  man	  is	  relentlessly,	  and	  deliberately,	  framed	  in	  masculine	  terms	  and	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  the	  figures	  of	  the	  savage	  and	  the	  barbarian	  are	  gendered	  in	  particular	  ways.	  Given	  that	  one	  of	  the	  archetypal	  stories	  used	  to	  legitimate	  the	  colonial	  civilising	  mission	  was	  that	  of	  “saving	  brown	  women	  from	  brown	  men”	  (Spivak,	  1987:	  297),	  we	  also	  need	  to	  consider	  what	  the	  entrance	  of	  the	  savage	  into	  history	  implies	  for	  gender	  relations	  and	  women.	  	  	  The	  barbarian,	  then,	  is	  on	  first	  reading	  exaggeratedly	  hyper-­‐masculine	  (Ling,	  1999):	  he	  is	  the	  soldier,	  defined	  only	  in	  terms	  of	  his	  military	  and	  fighting	  prowess.	  It	  is	  unthinkable	  that	  he	  might	  show	  mercy,	  love	  or	  understanding	  for	  others	  (virtues	  associated	  with	  the	  de	  facto	  caring	  roles	  of	  women):	  on	  the	  contrary,	  his	  only	  concern	  is	  to	  increase	  his	  strength	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  196).	  	  	  The	  barbarian	  displays	  a	  wild	  and	  violent	  masculinity,	  however:	  his	  relations	  with	  women	  are	  those	  of	  the	  “rapist”	  (ibid).	  He	  does	  not	  enter	  into	  the	  civilised,	  Enlightenment	  virtues	  of	  reason:	  his	  violence	  is	  total	  and	  as	  such	  it	  seems	  to	  be	  tinged	  with	  an	  emotionality	  that	  is	  uncontrolled	  and	  dangerous.	  If	  women	  need	  protecting	  from	  him,	  it	  is	  because	  he	  has	  refused	  the	  practices	  of	  masculinity	  associated	  with	  cool	  rationality,	  which	  assigns	  emotion	  to	  the	  safety	  of	  the	  feminine	  and	  domestic	  sphere.	  In	  contrast,	  the	  natural	  savage	  is	  feminised	  not	  only	  because	  of	  his	  contiguous	  relationship	  with	  nature	  and	  his	  apparently	  peaceable,	  noble	  existence	  in	  the	  forests,	  but	  also	  by	  virtue	  of	  being	  still	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immature	  and	  in	  need	  of	  tutelage:	  he	  is	  rather	  like	  a	  child,	  and	  therefore	  belongs	  to	  the	  feminine	  sphere.	  	  It	  follows	  from	  this	  that	  the	  domestication	  of	  violent	  masculinity	  and	  the	  redemption	  offered	  by	  civilisation-­‐in-­‐the-­‐singular	  is	  not	  so	  much	  about	  the	  emancipation	  of	  women	  from	  oppressive	  local	  practices,	  as	  it	  is	  the	  proper	  re-­‐alignment	  of	  gender	  relations	  in	  the	  civilised	  mould.	  The	  savage	  who	  enters	  the	  juridical	  social	  contract	  and	  the	  various	  contracting	  economic	  relations	  of	  the	  liberal	  governmental	  order,	  by	  that	  very	  fact,	  ceases	  to	  be	  a	  savage	  and	  is	  transformed	  into	  the	  traditional	  bearer	  of	  rights	  and	  the	  role	  of	  “Homo	  
economicus”	  (ibid:	  194).	  This	  account	  of	  the	  sovereign	  and	  economic	  order	  as	  peopled	  by	  freely	  contracting,	  independent,	  autonomous	  men	  has	  been	  much	  criticised	  by	  feminists.	  	  	  As	  feminists	  in	  the	  “ethic	  of	  care”	  tradition	  have	  pointed	  out,	  all	  human	  beings	  at	  some	  stage	  in	  their	  lives	  will	  require	  care	  and	  all	  have	  at	  least	  the	  potential	  to	  be	  enriched	  by	  participating	  in	  caring	  work	  (Gilligan,	  1990;	  Gasper	  and	  Van	  Staveren,	  2003;	  Robinson,	  2006).	  We	  are,	  in	  this	  sense,	  not	  autonomous	  individuals,	  but	  rather	  interdependent.	  	  Thus,	  stories	  of	  homo	  economicus	  elide	  the	  complex	  relations	  of	  care	  and	  the	  reproductive	  work	  (usually	  provided	  by	  women)	  that	  enable	  interdependent	  human	  beings	  to	  grow	  into	  adults,	  and	  that	  feed,	  clothe,	  tidy	  up	  after	  them,	  and	  look	  after	  their	  sick	  or	  elderly	  relatives	  whilst	  they	  get	  on	  with	  the	  important	  business	  of	  politics	  and	  commerce	  (Fineman,	  2004).	  	  	  	  The	  entrance	  of	  the	  savage	  into	  history,	  then,	  inaugurates	  the	  division	  of	  the	  social	  world	  into	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  and	  privileges	  the	  former.	  The	  ambiguous	  gendering	  of	  both	  the	  barbarian	  and	  the	  savage	  then	  serve	  as	  a	  foil	  to	  conventional	  gendered	  relations	  that	  implicitly	  upholds	  and	  legitimates	  them	  by	  equating	  them	  with	  civilisation.	  The	  savage	  is	  domesticated	  and	  ceases	  to	  be	  a	  savage	  when	  he	  enters	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  founds	  a	  form	  of	  government	  that	  is	  recognisably	  liberal,	  thus	  constituting	  a	  private	  sphere	  in	  which	  women	  implicitly	  also	  participate	  in	  the	  work	  of	  civilisation.	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Why	  Do	  These	  Stories	  Matter?	  	  The	  reality	  or	  otherwise	  of	  real	  barbarians	  and	  savages	  in	  history	  is	  less	  at	  issue	  than	  how	  understandings	  of	  the	  past	  shape	  our	  practices	  of	  thought.	  I	  argue	  that	  they	  unreflexively	  enable	  us	  to	  identify	  current	  problems	  and	  envisage	  possible	  resolutions	  to	  them:	  this	  will	  “define	  where	  the	  center	  of	  the	  battle	  lies”	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  197)	  in	  struggles	  over	  how	  to	  govern	  now	  and	  in	  the	  future.	  The	  discourse	  of	  civilisation	  is	  bound	  up	  with	  a	  way	  of	  understanding	  history	  that	  profoundly	  impacts	  upon	  the	  possibilities	  for	  future	  action:	  our	  notions	  and	  narratives	  of	  history	  structure	  ways	  of	  governing	  and	  the	  practices	  by	  which	  we	  come	  to	  act.	  	  	  How	  does	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	  barbarian	  and	  the	  savage	  relate	  to	  the	  civilisational	  discourse	  we	  find	  in	  the	  UK	  in	  the	  present?	  It	  sets	  up	  a	  problem,	  which	  is	  first	  of	  all	  a	  problem	  of	  knowledge.	  How	  will	  we	  know	  what	  to	  do	  when	  we	  encounter	  the	  barbarian	  or	  the	  savage?	  How	  will	  we	  know	  one	  from	  the	  other?	  What	  is	  the	  correct	  way	  of	  dealing	  with	  each?	  The	  civilisational	  discourse	  itself	  provides	  a	  certain	  answer	  to	  the	  problem,	  and	  is	  itself	  a	  form	  of	  knowledge.	  We	  know	  from	  this	  story	  that	  we	  must	  learn	  to	  distinguish	  between	  the	  two;	  we	  know	  that	  the	  barbarian	  must	  be	  destroyed	  or	  contained	  in	  order	  to	  secure	  civilisation;	  we	  understand	  that	  the	  savage	  might	  be	  domesticated	  by	  an	  entrance	  into	  history.	  As	  I	  argued	  in	  Chapter	  2,	  however,	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  not	  only	  offer	  themselves	  as	  an	  endpoint	  of	  history,	  but	  also	  as	  an	  intricate	  and	  useful	  solution	  to	  the	  problems	  of	  knowledge	  that	  dealing	  with	  the	  savage	  and	  barbarian	  will	  entail.	  	  	  Thus,	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is	  –	  which	  institutions	  are	  the	  appropriate	  ones	  to	  promote	  –	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  teleological	  narrative	  which	  articulates	  aspirations	  for	  democracy	  with	  a	  specific	  set	  of	  liberal	  institutions	  that	  are	  emblematic	  of	  a	  Western	  history	  that	  is	  taken	  to	  be	  universal.	  	  Meanwhile,	  the	  articulation	  is	  reinforced	  by	  the	  usefulness	  –	  in	  a	  world	  where	  history	  never	  unfolds	  quite	  as	  it	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is	  expected	  to	  do	  –	  of	  these	  very	  institutions	  in	  knowing	  and	  controlling	  an	  unruly	  world.	  	  	  I	  will	  elaborate	  on	  this	  point	  below	  by	  showing	  how	  the	  historical	  narrative	  justifies	  a	  particular	  set	  of	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  This	  discussion	  will	  show	  how	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  matter	  in	  concrete	  terms:	  by	  this,	  I	  mean	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  animate	  contemporary	  life.	  I	  focus	  particularly	  on	  gender	  to	  show	  how	  the	  gendering	  of	  the	  savage	  and	  the	  barbarian	  –	  and	  the	  specific	  resolution	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  it	  implies	  –	  underwrites	  particular	  practices	  of	  femininity	  in	  the	  everyday	  lives	  of	  women	  and	  everyday	  practicalities	  of	  development	  programming	  overseas.	  	  
Contemporary	  Civilising	  Missions	  	  Tony	  Blair	  states	  after	  the	  London	  bombings	  that,	  “the	  vast	  and	  overwhelming	  majority	  of	  Muslims	  […]	  are	  decent	  and	  law-­‐abiding	  people	  who	  abhor	  this	  act	  of	  terrorism	  every	  bit	  as	  much	  as	  we	  do”	  (2005b;	  see	  Closs	  Stephens,	  2008:	  64).	  The	  “we”	  (British	  people?	  Civilisation?)	  invoked	  here	  clearly	  excludes	  Muslims,	  identifying	  them	  as	  in	  some	  sense	  foreign,	  but	  Blair	  does	  not	  put	  “the	  vast	  and	  overwhelming	  majority”	  beyond	  the	  promise	  of	  inclusion	  and	  domestication.	  Whilst	  the	  barbarian	  	  -­‐	  in	  the	  shape	  of	  the	  terrorist	  -­‐	  must	  be	  fought,	  it	  is	  this	  “vast	  and	  overwhelming	  majority”	  who	  rather	  resemble	  the	  savage:	  these	  are	  people	  who	  appear	  tractable	  to	  the	  possibility	  that	  they	  might	  “make	  an	  entrance	  into	  history”	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  195).	  	  	  If	  an	  entrance	  into	  history	  and	  progress	  towards	  modernity	  and	  the	  future	  offers	  the	  possibility	  of	  redemption	  for	  the	  savage,	  or	  undeveloped,	  other,	  then	  the	  existence	  of	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  which	  are	  not	  (yet)	  redeemed	  by	  history	  nevertheless	  raises	  the	  spectre	  of	  the	  barbarian.	  The	  FCO,	  for	  example,	  suggest	  that	  “terrorism”	  might	  be	  the	  consequence	  when	  “[s]ome	  parts	  of	  the	  world	  […]	  are	  in	  danger	  of	  being	  left	  behind”	  (FCO,	  2006:	  4).	  This	  formulation	  explicitly	  evokes	  history	  and	  progress	  as	  the	  opposite	  of	  barbarism.	  However,	  democracy	  -­‐	  as	  the	  endpoint	  of	  history	  -­‐	  is	  also	  viewed	  as	  a	  crucial	  defence	  against	  the	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barbarian:	  Larry	  Diamond	  suggests	  that	  “The	  enemies	  of	  democracy	  -­‐	  such	  as	  the	  global	  jihadist	  movement	  of	  radical	  Islam	  -­‐	  can	  win	  only	  if	  democrats	  defeat	  themselves”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  13).	  This	  is	  echoed	  by	  Carothers	  who	  suggests	  -­‐	  without	  denying	  the	  claim	  -­‐	  that	  policy-­‐makers	  are	  convinced	  that	  “lack	  of	  democracy	  helps	  breed	  Islamic	  extremism”,	  adding	  that	  “Pakistan	  is	  the	  most	  glaring	  case”	  (Carothers,	  2004:	  63-­‐64).	  	  	  Indeed,	  it	  is	  Pakistan	  which	  is	  perceived	  as	  a	  particularly	  important	  “hard	  case”	  for	  democracy	  promoters	  (Swain	  et	  al.,	  2011:	  2):	  the	  beginning	  of	  a	  backslide	  of	  the	  “third	  wave”	  of	  democracies	  is	  pinpointed	  by	  Larry	  Diamond	  as	  the	  1999	  coup	  by	  General	  Musharraf,	  which	  is	  itself	  understood	  as	  a	  failure	  of	  democracy	  to	  deliver	  on	  the	  promise	  of	  all	  the	  good	  things	  -­‐	  development,	  good	  governance,	  human	  rights	  -­‐	  that	  were	  meant	  to	  go	  with	  it	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  12).	  Any	  instability	  in	  the	  articulation	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  and	  capitalist	  practices	  that	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  2	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  extremely	  threatening.	  	  The	  stakes,	  then,	  for	  ensuring	  that	  history	  takes	  its	  proper	  course	  in	  undeveloped	  or	  undemocratic	  places	  like	  Pakistan	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  very	  high:	  the	  consequences	  of	  failure	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  the	  encroachment	  of	  barbarism,	  the	  terrorist.	  However,	  and	  crucially,	  teleological	  time	  is	  something	  that	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  tractable	  to	  a	  push	  in	  the	  right	  direction.	  The	  insistence	  on	  liberal	  democracy	  in	  temporal	  and	  teleological	  terms	  is	  underlined	  when	  Blair	  invokes	  a	  “modern	  democratic	  future	  for	  the	  Arab	  or	  Muslim	  world”	  as	  opposed	  to	  “their	  [the	  terrorists’?]	  concept	  of	  governance	  [which]	  is	  pre-­‐feudal”	  (2006;	  emphasis	  added),	  a	  formulation	  which	  implies	  a	  universal	  history	  based	  on	  the	  specific	  history	  of	  governing	  in	  the	  West.	  A	  long	  history	  of	  development	  projects,	  programmes	  and	  assistance	  -­‐	  and	  before	  it	  the	  projects	  of	  the	  civilising	  missions	  -­‐	  offer	  the	  hope	  that	  intervention,	  in	  the	  shapes	  of	  the	  detailed	  practices	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  is	  possible.	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The	  contemporary	  civilising	  mission	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  founded	  upon	  the	  possibility	  of,	  and	  search	  for,	  knowledge.	  How,	  in	  schematic	  terms,	  can	  we	  know	  the	  savage	  from	  the	  barbarian?	  How	  can	  the	  state	  know	  what	  will	  help	  the	  savage	  enter	  history?	  For	  this,	  the	  participation	  of	  the	  “other”	  in	  the	  governmental	  order	  is	  required	  and	  it	  is	  here	  that	  we	  re-­‐encounter	  once	  again	  the	  important	  issue	  of	  the	  formation	  of	  subjectivity.	  	  In	  order	  fully	  to	  participate	  in	  liberal	  democracy,	  the	  savage	  must	  become	  the	  freely	  choosing	  subject	  of	  modern	  governmentality.	  He	  must	  know	  himself	  and	  his	  interests	  and	  be	  able	  to	  make	  his	  choices	  and	  concerns	  legible	  in	  the	  democratic	  order.	  It	  is	  in	  entering	  into	  these	  modes	  of	  participation	  that	  the	  specific	  form	  of	  subjectivity	  of	  the	  modern	  citizen	  is	  formed.	  	  A	  refusal	  to	  participate	  in	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  will,	  by	  definition,	  constitute	  a	  subject	  as	  a	  barbarian:	  someone	  who	  cannot	  be	  integrated	  into	  the	  civilised	  structures	  of	  managing	  power	  and	  politics	  emblematic	  of	  a	  modern,	  developed	  society.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  the	  participation	  of	  the	  savage	  is	  what	  domesticates	  him	  and	  brings	  him	  to	  know	  himself	  in	  the	  ways	  that	  are	  required	  by	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality.	  By	  knowing	  himself	  and	  then	  making	  his	  needs,	  desires	  and	  criticisms	  known	  through	  liberal	  democratic	  structures,	  he	  will	  become	  fully	  integrated	  into	  civilisation	  and	  any	  specific	  support	  required	  for	  bringing	  him	  up-­‐to-­‐date	  can	  be	  identified	  and	  rationally	  targeted.	  	  Civilising	  missions	  have	  long	  been	  involved	  in	  projects	  to	  know	  the	  recalcitrant	  other.	  Edward	  Said	  draws	  on	  Foucault’s	  work	  to	  demonstrate,	  in	  Orientalism,	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  very	  diverse	  narratives	  about	  cultures	  in	  the	  global	  “East”	  form	  together	  an	  orientalist	  corpus	  united	  by	  ways	  of	  knowing:	  “Orientals	  were	  […]	  problems	  to	  be	  solved	  or	  confined”	  (Said,	  1995:	  207).	  He	  is	  thus	  able	  to	  show	  how	  “Orientals”	  have	  long	  been	  understood	  as	  “peoples	  variously	  designated	  as	  backward,	  degenerate,	  uncivilised	  and	  retarded”	  and	  as	  such	  are	  “linked	  thus	  to	  elements	  in	  Western	  society	  (delinquents,	  the	  insane,	  women,	  the	  poor)	  having	  in	  common	  an	  identity	  best	  described	  as	  lamentably	  alien”	  (ibid).	  Note	  the	  way	  that	  domestic,	  or	  Occidental,	  identities	  are	  secured	  through	  this	  very	  same	  process.	  These	  alien	  elements	  wherever	  they	  are,	  it	  is	  implied,	  might	  also	  be	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contained	  if	  only	  they	  could	  be	  civilised,	  brought	  forwards	  in	  time.	  It	  was	  also,	  at	  least	  in	  part,	  the	  result	  of	  this	  narrative	  that	  people	  called	  “Orientals”	  came	  to	  exist	  at	  all,	  insofar	  as	  they	  came	  to	  understand	  themselves	  as	  such	  and	  became	  both	  subjects	  and	  objects	  of	  an	  orientalising	  form	  of	  knowledge.	  	  	  Similarly,	  after	  the	  end	  of	  colonisation,	  as	  Escobar	  has	  shown	  (1994),	  subjects	  come	  to	  know	  themselves	  as	  poor	  or	  lacking	  in	  development	  and	  in	  a	  political	  economy	  of	  representation	  in	  which	  development	  is	  the	  key	  currency,	  the	  key	  mode	  of	  understanding	  and	  making	  sense	  of	  the	  world,	  this	  becomes	  a	  decisive	  element	  in	  their	  identity	  -­‐	  and	  often	  a	  useful	  means	  of	  making	  a	  living	  in	  the	  context	  of	  donor	  funding.	  Individuals’	  material,	  social	  and	  geographical	  positioning	  provides	  them	  with	  a	  means	  of	  knowing	  themselves	  and	  others	  as	  developed	  or	  developing.	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  we	  can	  likewise	  account	  for	  the	  genuine	  aspirations	  for	  democracy	  that	  we	  saw	  amongst	  the	  Pakistani	  protestors	  by	  examining	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  the	  undeveloped	  or	  the	  undemocratic	  are	  incited	  to	  know	  themselves	  as	  such	  and	  to	  desire	  the	  specific	  configurations	  of	  the	  social	  order	  that	  would	  be	  made	  possible	  by	  acceptance	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality.	  	  Again,	  I	  have	  described	  these	  forms	  of	  subjectivity	  in	  masculine	  terms	  because	  the	  self-­‐knowledge	  that	  is	  required	  assumes	  the	  autonomous,	  freely-­‐contracting,	  independent	  homo	  economicus.	  What	  impact	  does	  this	  have	  on	  the	  practices	  of	  gendering	  that	  constitute	  civilised	  subjectivities?	  	  
Civilised	  Practices	  and	  Gender	  	  As	  I	  have	  suggested,	  to	  be	  civilised	  or	  developed	  implies	  participation	  in	  liberal	  democracy,	  including	  an	  acceptance	  of	  the	  division	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres,	  with	  a	  specific	  set	  of	  gendered	  relations	  that	  emerge	  as	  a	  corollary.	  Blair	  suggests,	  then,	  that	  the	  terrorists’	  “positions	  on	  women	  [are]	  reactionary	  and	  regressive”	  (2006).	  The	  crucial	  point	  here	  is	  that	  in	  promoting	  particular	  institutions	  as	  progressive	  (rather	  than	  reactionary),	  the	  civilising	  practices	  recommended	  by	  Blair	  do	  not	  necessarily	  emancipate	  women,	  but	  rather	  aim	  at	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producing	  a	  particular	  re-­‐alignment	  of	  gender	  roles	  and	  need	  to	  be	  understood	  within	  the	  context	  of	  the	  production	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  so	  emblematic	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governance.	  	  
	  The	  effects	  of	  the	  gendered	  constitution	  of	  civilisational	  narratives	  can	  be	  traced	  in	  the	  detailed	  projects	  undertaken	  in	  the	  name	  of	  the	  promotion	  of	  democracy	  and	  good	  governance	  overseas.	  As	  discussed	  extensively	  above,	  for	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  to	  function	  without	  distortion,	  so	  that	  the	  population	  can	  be	  adequately	  known,	  it	  is	  important	  that	  women	  are	  free	  and	  equal	  citizens	  with	  interests	  that	  are	  fully	  representable	  and	  legible,	  and	  that	  can	  therefore	  be	  managed	  and	  promoted:	  	  	   states	  require	  the	  capability	  and	  the	  political	  will	  to	  analyse	  gender	  equality	  issues	  objectively,	  for	  example	  by	  clearly	  identifying	  gender	  differences	  in	  survey	  data.	  States	  can	  then	  use	  this	  knowledge	  when	  developing	  and	  implementing	  policies	  that	  promote	  gender	  equality	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  33).	  	  	  There	  is,	  however,	  a	  curious	  tension	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  category	  of	  women.	  	  	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  women	  are	  constructed	  as	  the	  autonomous,	  rights-­‐bearing	  individuals	  of	  liberal	  governmentality,	  with	  one	  vote	  and	  the	  right	  to	  make	  free	  choices	  on	  an	  equal	  basis	  with	  other	  citizens	  in	  the	  public	  sphere.	  Governmental	  technologies	  that	  work	  through	  mobilising	  the	  free	  choices	  of	  individuals	  can	  even	  be	  designed	  with	  women’s	  needs	  specifically	  in	  mind:	  for	  example,	  DFID	  “encourage	  countries	  to	  address	  issues	  of	  […]	  how	  taxation	  impacts	  gender	  equality,	  such	  as	  enabling	  and	  constraining	  economic	  opportunities	  for	  women”(ibid),	  whilst	  the	  UNDP	  advocate	  participatory	  mechanisms	  such	  as	  “gender	  responsive	  budget	  initiatives”	  (UNDP,	  2002:	  80),	  which	  require	  women	  to	  express	  their	  distinctive	  needs	  and	  interests	  to	  government	  the	  better	  to	  foster	  their	  economic	  and	  social	  flourishing	  and	  activity.	  	  	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  implicit	  in	  these	  specific	  mechanisms	  is	  the	  acknowledgement	  that	  not	  all	  individual	  citizens	  are	  equal	  or	  the	  same:	  that	  women	  tend	  to	  have	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different	  responsibilities	  from	  men	  and	  that	  they	  have	  a	  distinct	  social	  identity	  which	  may	  tend	  to	  constrain	  the	  exercise	  of	  their	  freedoms.	  This	  is	  because,	  as	  discussed	  above,	  women	  tend	  to	  take	  specific	  responsibility	  for	  caring	  work	  and	  this	  is	  an	  integral	  part	  of	  their	  identity.	  The	  governmental	  construction	  of	  all	  people	  as	  free	  and	  equal	  citizens	  has	  been	  much	  glorified	  for	  its	  promotion	  of	  gender	  equality	  and	  women’s	  rights	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  33;	  UNDP,	  2002:	  23-­‐26).	  However,	  it	  is	  precisely	  this	  construction	  with	  its	  in-­‐built	  assumption	  of	  autonomy,	  that	  renders	  largely	  invisible	  the	  intersubjective,	  interconnected	  domain	  of	  care	  -­‐	  constructed	  as	  private	  and	  part	  of	  the	  set	  of	  processes	  in	  the	  “social”	  that	  can	  be	  managed	  but	  not	  directly	  controlled	  by	  the	  state	  -­‐	  	  currently	  peopled	  largely	  by	  women.	  	  	  A	  valorisation	  of	  a	  democratic	  practice	  that	  privileges	  individuality	  and	  autonomy	  not	  only	  tends	  to	  leave	  unquestioned	  the	  overwhelming	  responsibility	  on	  women	  for	  caring	  work,	  it	  also	  fails	  to	  value	  care,	  not	  least	  by	  placing	  emphasis	  on	  measurable	  indicators,	  such	  as	  economic	  productivity:	  this	  then	  contributes	  to	  women’s	  low	  status.	  	  Conversely,	  a	  valorisation	  of	  care	  and	  interdependence	  would	  require	  a	  move	  away	  from	  thinking	  in	  terms	  of	  individual	  rights	  and	  freedoms,	  to	  a	  more	  intersubjective	  and	  relational	  approach.	  The	  latter	  approach	  would	  force	  a	  questioning	  of	  the	  constitution	  of	  masculine	  and	  feminine	  identities	  and	  thereby	  the	  notional	  universal	  bearer	  of	  individual	  rights,	  as	  premised	  on	  a	  subject	  (usually	  a	  man)	  who	  functions	  in	  a	  public	  space	  and	  whose	  private	  caring	  responsibilities	  and	  needs	  always	  already	  are,	  have	  been	  and	  will	  be	  met	  by	  others	  (usually	  women).	  As	  should	  now	  be	  obvious,	  such	  a	  questioning	  would	  explode	  the	  complex	  of	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  posit	  the	  savage	  as	  a	  model	  for	  development.	  We	  would	  have	  to	  tell	  a	  whole	  new	  story	  about	  ourselves	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  an	  alternative,	  intersubjective	  mode	  of	  thinking	  about	  women’s	  rights.	  	  Nowhere	  is	  the	  elision	  of	  power	  underwritten	  by	  contemporary	  narratives	  about	  history	  more	  evident	  than	  when	  women’s	  rights	  are	  explicitly	  promoted.	  As	  I	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  2	  -­‐	  using	  the	  example	  of	  Spivak’s	  	  subaltern	  -­‐	  practices	  of	  femininity	  are	  the	  product	  of	  power,	  which	  both	  produces	  and	  constrains	  social	  
151	  
roles	  and	  identities.	  This	  includes,	  for	  instance,	  cultural	  conventions	  that	  women	  defer	  to	  men,	  that	  it	  is	  their	  responsibility	  to	  perform	  caring	  tasks	  such	  as	  ensuring	  that	  their	  household	  is	  provided	  with	  water,	  or	  that	  they	  be	  more	  afraid	  of	  unsafe	  public	  spaces,	  not	  to	  mention	  the	  physical	  dangers	  of	  violence	  that	  are	  intimately	  linked	  to	  their	  low	  status.	  DFID	  come	  close	  to	  acknowledging	  as	  much,	  when	  they	  suggest	  that	  the	  promotion	  of	  good	  governance	  must	  include	  intervention	  even	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  “relations	  between	  men	  and	  women	  in	  the	  household”	  (DFID,	  2007b:	  6).	  	  	  However,	  their	  concrete	  strategies	  to	  intervene	  in	  the	  web	  of	  power	  that	  constitutes	  gender	  inequalities	  and	  identities	  do	  not	  resolve	  the	  tension	  between	  an	  assumption	  that	  all	  individuals	  are	  free	  and	  equal	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  the	  inegalitarian	  relations	  that	  constitute	  individual	  identity	  in	  private.	  Thus,	  they	  remark	  that:	  “women	  may	  not	  participate	  in	  a	  village	  meeting	  if	  it	  is	  held	  at	  a	  time	  of	  day	  when	  they	  need	  to	  collect	  water,	  if	  it	  is	  unsafe	  to	  get	  to,	  or	  if	  men	  dominate	  the	  discussion”	  (ibid:	  16).	  The	  implied	  solution	  assumes	  that	  the	  problem	  is	  a	  matter	  of	  when	  and	  where	  the	  meeting	  is	  held	  and	  how	  well	  it	  is	  chaired	  –	  but	  this	  does	  nothing	  to	  question	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  produce	  what	  it	  means	  to	  be	  a	  man	  or	  a	  woman	  or	  how	  they	  might	  be	  reformed	  or	  transformed.	  A	  meeting	  held	  at	  a	  different	  time	  of	  day	  or	  in	  a	  safer	  place	  does	  not	  merely	  accept	  that	  there	  is	  little	  that	  can	  be	  done	  to	  intervene	  in	  the	  productive	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  create	  subordinate	  feminine	  identities,	  it	  reinforces	  the	  very	  fear	  that	  might	  limit	  women’s	  mobility	  and	  sense	  of	  security,	  not	  to	  mention	  the	  impression	  that	  it	  is	  their	  job	  to	  collect	  water.	  Thus,	  power	  relations	  do	  not	  merely	  limit	  the	  effectiveness	  of	  their	  intervention;	  on	  the	  contrary,	  their	  intervention	  is	  itself	  productive	  of	  the	  power	  relations.	  	  	  An	  insistence	  on	  a	  particular	  form	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  that	  privileges	  autonomy,	  then,	  actively	  constrains	  notions	  of	  what	  gender	  identities	  might	  be.	  Consider	  Gilmore	  and	  Mosazai’s	  response	  to	  the	  complaints	  of	  village	  councils	  (shuras)	  that	  “‘women’s	  rights’	  are	  given	  too	  high	  a	  priority	  as	  against	  issues	  like	  corruption	  and	  sustainable	  livelihoods”:	  their	  suggestion	  is	  that	  “cultural	  sensitivities	  like	  this	  need	  to	  be	  factored	  in	  when	  development	  choices	  are	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explained	  to	  ‘partners’	  [sic]	  in	  a	  recipient	  country”	  (Gilmore	  and	  Mosazai,	  2007:	  148).	  Leaving	  aside	  the	  breathtaking	  patronising	  arrogance	  of	  this	  remark	  and	  yet	  another	  attempt	  to	  save	  brown	  women	  from	  brown	  men,	  let	  us	  instead	  note	  that	  what	  is	  assumed	  is	  that	  “women’s	  rights”	  are	  fixed,	  given	  and	  non-­‐negotiable.	  	  	  Note,	  too,	  that	  this	  non-­‐negotiability	  is	  the	  case	  not	  even	  in	  democracies	  but	  
especially	  in	  democracies,	  where	  the	  logic	  of	  human	  rights,	  as	  articulated	  with	  democracy	  and	  good	  governance,	  requires	  a	  particular	  gendered	  configuration	  of	  citizenship.	  This	  is	  again	  underwritten	  by	  the	  assumption	  that	  the	  historical	  process	  by	  which	  women	  have	  won	  particular	  rights	  (and	  not	  others)	  in	  Western	  countries	  is	  the	  universal	  process	  which	  all	  people	  must	  pass	  through	  and	  which	  can	  thereby	  be	  short-­‐circuited	  through	  a	  proper	  “explanation”	  which	  forecloses	  the	  possibility	  of	  struggle.	  The	  danger	  is	  that	  if	  women	  are	  bequeathed	  a	  set	  of	  already-­‐established	  rights	  from	  a	  Western	  history,	  they	  are	  not	  democratic	  law-­‐makers,	  but	  rather	  -­‐	  at	  best	  –	  merely	  litigants,	  and	  then	  only	  once	  their	  rights	  have	  already	  been	  violated	  (Mouffe,	  2000:	  42).	  	  Again,	  this	  form	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  taken	  to	  be	  universal	  because	  of	  an	  unspoken	  but	  insidious	  narrative	  about	  history,	  which	  assumes	  that	  the	  women’s	  rights	  that	  we	  have	  in	  countries	  like	  Britain	  are	  the	  best	  we	  can	  do	  and	  therefore	  unquestionable.	  The	  vehement	  defence	  of	  “women’s	  rights”	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  Archbishop’s	  lecture	  is	  instructive	  here.	  The	  widespread	  condemnation	  of	  the	  lecture	  is	  more	  often	  than	  not	  based	  on	  anxiety	  about	  the	  disastrous	  consequences	  for	  women’s	  rights	  that	  would	  ensue	  if	  shari’ah	  law	  were	  accommodated	  inclusively	  in	  the	  British	  liberal	  democratic	  system.	  Widely	  expressed	  worries	  include	  “separate	  and	  impenetrable	  courts	  and	  schools”,	  “extreme	  female	  segregation”,	  “fully	  shrouded	  Muslim	  women”	  (Alibhai-­‐Brown,	  2008)	  and	  “a	  parallel	  system	  of	  religious	  courts”	  (Smith,	  2008),	  although	  more	  outlandish	  concerns	  are	  voiced,	  such	  as	  a	  possible	  prohibition	  for	  women	  on	  coffee	  breaks	  (MacKenzie,	  2008)	  or	  driving,	  as	  well	  as	  dark	  warnings	  about	  violent	  and	  barbaric	  punishments	  for	  crimes	  like	  adultery	  (Alibhai-­‐Brown,	  2008).	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  These	  worries	  proliferate	  despite	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  cases	  heard	  by	  
shari’ah	  courts	  are	  divorce	  proceedings,	  without	  which	  it	  would	  be	  impossible	  for	  some	  Muslim	  women	  ever	  to	  obtain	  a	  divorce	  (Khan,	  2008a),	  thus	  arguably	  enhancing	  and	  not	  curtailing	  the	  possibility	  of	  women’s	  rights.	  The	  issue	  is	  that	  this	  point	  about	  shari’ah	  courts	  cannot	  be	  heard.	  The	  ferocity	  of	  the	  condemnation	  of	  the	  Archbishop	  shows	  how	  the	  very	  discussion	  of	  the	  role	  of	  religious	  institutions,	  or	  the	  practices	  constituting	  acceptable	  femininities,	  are	  in	  practice	  ruled	  out	  of	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  therefore	  beyond	  the	  realm	  of	  democratic	  contestation.	  Indeed,	  he	  is	  attacked	  for	  having	  the	  temerity	  to	  bring	  up	  the	  subject	  at	  all.	  Thus,	  the	  Independent	  argues	  that:	  	  	   news	  has	  little	  room	  for	  the	  subtleties	  of	  academic	  gavottes	  […]	  The	  problem	  comes	  when	  you	  ask	  what	  is	  meant	  by	  sharia.	  Most	  of	  us	  are	  clear.	  It	  is	  to	  do	  with	  the	  stoning	  to	  death	  of	  adulterous	  women	  […]	  in	  a	  world	  where	  perception	  becomes	  its	  own	  reality,	  it	  is	  important	  for	  the	  leader	  of	  the	  Church	  of	  England	  not	  to	  create	  such	  fecund	  possibilities	  for	  misunderstanding	  (Vallely,	  2008)	  	  As	  the	  precise	  content	  of	  shari’ah	  law	  cannot	  be	  publicly	  discussed,	  the	  resulting	  privatisation	  of	  such	  concerns	  appears	  to	  reinforce	  the	  possibility	  of	  exactly	  what	  these	  commentators	  fear:	  parallel	  and	  segregated	  lives	  whose	  self-­‐evidence	  is	  put	  beyond	  debate.	  Indeed,	  the	  casting	  of	  these	  institutions	  as	  “foreign”,	  other,	  stuck	  in	  an	  uncivilised	  past	  is	  very	  effective	  way	  of	  forcing	  a	  segregation	  by	  imposing	  the	  blackmailing	  logic	  of	  “your	  culture	  or	  your	  rights”	  (Williams,	  2008b).	  	  However,	  blackmail	  and	  segregation	  is	  the	  cost	  of	  maintaining	  the	  existing	  gendered	  status	  quo.	  Thus,	  when	  the	  Sun	  newspaper	  sends	  two	  “page	  three	  girls”	  (the	  young	  women	  who	  pose	  half-­‐naked	  every	  day	  on	  page	  three	  of	  that	  newspaper	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  male	  gratification)	  to	  the	  Archbishop’s	  residence	  to	  play	  Rule	  Britannia	  at	  top	  volume	  (Wooding	  and	  Clench,	  2008),	  this	  may	  be	  crass,	  but	  it	  cannot	  be	  condemned	  with	  a	  corresponding	  violence.	  The	  force	  of	  the	  Sun’s	  intervention	  is	  that	  it	  reinforces	  fears	  that	  shari’ah	  law	  would	  compel	  women	  to	  wear	  the	  veil.	  The	  particular	  young	  women	  who	  besiege	  the	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Archbishop	  are	  perceived	  to	  have	  made	  the	  free	  choice	  to	  dress	  (or	  not)	  in	  a	  particular	  way.	  This	  is	  a	  right	  that	  could	  be	  contested	  only	  by	  bringing	  the	  subject	  of	  the	  constitution	  of	  gender	  identities	  into	  the	  public	  sphere.	  However,	  the	  civilisational	  narrative	  that	  suggests	  that	  the	  contemporary	  settlement	  of	  women’s	  rights	  is	  the	  very	  endpoint	  of	  human	  evolution	  allows	  nothing	  further	  to	  be	  said.	  Contestation	  of	  the	  dress	  code	  begins	  and	  ends	  with	  the	  right	  of	  young,	  attractive	  women	  to	  get	  undressed	  in	  public,	  whether	  religious	  believers	  like	  it	  or	  not.	  	  	  Thus	  the	  constitution	  of	  the	  private	  sphere	  as	  the	  proper	  location	  for	  the	  practices	  of	  both	  religious	  belief	  and	  relations	  of	  care	  emerges	  from	  the	  intersecting	  stories	  of	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy.	  These	  stories	  are	  gendered	  and	  racialised	  in	  particular	  ways.	  They	  therefore	  
matter	  because	  they	  inform	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  determine	  how	  an	  unruly	  and	  unknowable	  present	  is	  to	  be	  governed,	  down	  to	  the	  detail	  of	  what	  rights	  we	  have,	  what	  issues	  can	  be	  debated	  in	  the	  public	  sphere,	  what	  can’t	  be	  said	  and	  even	  what	  women	  might	  reasonably	  be	  expected	  to	  wear,	  particularly	  if	  they	  are	  to	  appear	  in	  the	  newspaper.	  	  	  It	  should	  be	  clear	  that	  I	  believe	  that	  some	  of	  these	  practices	  are	  ones	  we	  might	  want	  to	  change.	  How	  could	  we	  do	  so?	  	  
Telling	  different	  stories?	  
	  Development	  and	  its	  concrete	  practices	  have	  long	  been	  highly	  contested,	  and	  yet	  the	  overall	  project	  of	  development	  remains.	  Development	  interventions	  -­‐	  particularly,	  in	  recent	  years,	  the	  ubiquitous	  structural	  adjustment	  programmes	  –	  have	  been	  controversial	  and	  widely	  criticised	  on	  their	  own	  terms	  for	  failing	  to	  achieve	  their	  stated	  aims	  of	  promoting	  growth,	  reducing	  poverty	  and	  inequality	  and	  promoting	  good	  governance	  (Corbo	  et	  al.,	  1992;	  Mosley	  et	  al.,	  1991;	  Caufield,	  1996;	  Chossudovsky,	  2003;	  Cornia	  et	  al.,	  1987;	  Stewart,	  1991;	  Moore	  and	  Unsworth,	  2006;	  Unsworth,	  2007).	  Various	  recent	  critiques	  that	  have	  captured	  the	  public	  imagination	  have	  taken	  issue	  with	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  development	  aid	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interferes	  with	  the	  proper	  functioning	  of	  markets,	  thus	  implicitly	  accepting	  the	  teleological	  logic	  of	  modernisation	  theory	  (Easterly,	  2006;	  Collier,	  2008;	  Moyo,	  2010).	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  proponents	  of	  more	  participatory	  forms	  of	  development,	  such	  as	  Robert	  Chambers,	  have	  documented	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  development	  interventions	  have	  wreaked	  havoc	  by	  ignoring	  the	  situated	  knowledge	  of	  local	  people	  and	  the	  complex	  systems	  upon	  which	  their	  livelihoods	  depend	  (Chambers,	  1997).	  An	  especially	  perspicuous	  critique,	  Arturo	  Escobar’s	  (1994)	  achievement	  in	  unmasking	  development	  as	  a	  teleological	  narrative	  has	  been	  particularly	  significant:	  he	  de-­‐naturalises	  a	  way	  of	  looking	  at	  the	  world	  which	  takes	  “development”	  as	  a	  teleological	  and	  universal	  process	  for	  granted	  by	  asking	  us	  to	  look	  again	  at	  the	  political	  consequences	  of	  development	  studies	  and	  practice	  and	  the	  way	  they	  constitute	  the	  undeveloped	  as	  subjects	  and	  objects	  of	  knowledge.	  This	  insight	  has	  been	  widely	  built	  on	  by	  others	  who	  have	  usefully	  demystified	  development	  as	  a	  teleological,	  depoliticising	  (Ferguson,	  1990)	  project,	  caught	  up	  in	  historically	  specific	  and	  Western	  accounts	  of	  progress	  and	  science	  (Rist,	  1997)	  and	  in	  the	  notion	  of	  “trusteeship”,	  which	  is	  to	  say	  the	  idea	  that	  development	  professionals	  always	  already	  know	  which	  way	  the	  process	  of	  development	  is	  heading	  and	  what	  its	  goal	  is	  (Nustad,	  2001;	  Cowen	  and	  Shenton,	  1996).	  	  	  Somewhat	  similarly,	  as	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  critical	  writers	  like	  Milja	  Kurki	  (2010;	  2011),	  Peter	  Burnell	  (2000)	  and	  Rita	  Abrahamsen	  (2000)	  offer	  persuasive	  critiques	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  by	  pointing	  out	  that	  the	  narrow	  understanding	  of	  democracy	  that	  is	  promoted	  and	  demonstrating	  that	  it	  is	  based	  on	  a	  particular,	  Western,	  version	  of	  democracy.	  	  What	  all	  these	  critiques	  share,	  however,	  is	  an	  assumption	  described	  most	  pithily	  by	  postcolonial	  scholar	  Gayatri	  Spivak.	  Development,	  she	  suggests,	  can	  be	  “recognized	  as	  coded	  within	  the	  legacy	  of	  imperialism	  […]	  whose	  supposedly	  authoritative	  narrative	  production	  was	  written	  elsewhere,	  in	  the	  social	  formations	  of	  Western	  Europe”	  (Spivak,	  1995:	  164).	  She	  sees	  the	  development	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discourse,	  which	  draws	  so	  heavily	  on	  the	  assumed	  universality	  of	  the	  particular	  experience	  of	  the	  “West”,	  as	  an	  example	  of	  what	  she	  calls	  “epistemic	  violence”	  (Spivak,	  1987:	  287).	  The	  pain	  and	  poignancy	  of	  inhabiting	  “widely	  different	  epistemes,	  violently	  at	  odds	  with	  each	  other”	  (Spivak,	  1995:	  163)	  might	  be	  illustrated	  by	  Hamid’s	  evocation	  of	  the	  stark	  difference	  between	  narratives	  of	  a	  modern	  Pakistan	  of	  destitution	  and	  dependency	  and	  the	  proud	  and	  exalted	  history	  of	  the	  Mughal	  court,	  not	  to	  mention	  the	  elided	  but	  unmissable	  allusion	  to	  the	  various	  “civilising	  missions”,	  colonial	  and	  developmental,	  that	  lie	  in	  between	  the	  two.	  	  	  The	  corollary	  of	  this	  seems	  to	  be	  to	  assume	  that	  in	  the	  West	  we	  are	  not	  living	  with	  epistemic	  violence,	  but	  rather	  that	  the	  narrative	  production	  of	  our	  civilisation,	  our	  development,	  our	  democracy,	  is	  genuinely	  authoritative	  because	  it	  is,	  in	  some	  way,	  an	  authentic	  story	  about	  our	  real	  experience	  of	  history.	  Thus,	  accounts	  that	  focus	  on	  the	  Foreign	  Policy	  implications	  of	  these	  stories,	  including	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  fail	  to	  take	  the	  risk	  of	  challenging	  the	  stories	  that	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves:	  the	  stories	  that	  legitimate	  civilising	  missions	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  This	  means	  that	  they	  do	  not	  challenge	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  power/knowledge	  configurations	  that	  make	  Democracy	  Promotion	  an	  essential	  part	  of	  shoring	  up	  identities	  at	  home.	  As	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1,	  this	  may	  end	  up	  in	  the	  generation	  of	  prescriptions	  that	  have	  little	  chance	  of	  being	  carried	  out,	  because	  they	  fail	  to	  account	  for	  why	  the	  status	  quo	  is	  as	  it	  is.	  	  In	  contrast,	  I	  want	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  are	  worth	  risking.	  In	  doing	  so,	  I	  take	  my	  inspiration	  from	  Michel	  Foucault’s	  1976	  account	  of	  the	  importance	  of	  genealogy	  in	  his	  lectures,	  published	  in	  English	  as	  Society	  Must	  
be	  Defended	  (Foucault,	  2005b).	  I	  suggest	  that	  these	  lectures	  prompt	  us	  to	  disrupt	  the	  “narrative	  production”	  of	  development	  and	  democracy	  promotion.	  	  
Blood	  Dried	  in	  the	  Codes:	  Foucault	  on	  history	  	  Foucault’s	  sights	  in	  these	  particular	  lectures	  are	  firmly	  set	  on	  the	  systems	  and	  practices	  of	  thought	  and	  analysis	  that	  enable	  particular	  forms	  of	  historical	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knowledge	  to	  take	  shape.	  In	  doing	  so,	  he	  describes	  how	  ways	  of	  organising	  and	  thinking	  about	  the	  world	  have	  been	  enabled	  precisely	  because	  of	  modes	  of	  historical	  narrative.	  	  	  Most	  accessible	  and	  familiar	  to	  an	  English-­‐speaking	  audience	  is	  perhaps	  his	  discussion	  of	  how	  the	  narration	  of	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Norman	  Conquest	  structured	  political	  thought	  and	  dissent	  in	  the	  late	  sixteenth	  and	  early	  seventeenth	  centuries	  (ibid:	  99).	  Foucault	  claims	  that	  a	  particular	  struggle	  over	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  Conquest	  structures	  political	  discourse	  at	  this	  time,	  creating	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  nation	  as	  split	  between	  an	  indigenous	  “Saxon”	  population	  and	  a	  conquering	  “Norman”	  monarch	  and	  aristocracy.	  This	  is	  found	  in	  competing	  myths,	  stories	  and	  legends:	  a	  cult	  of	  King	  Harold	  or	  the	  return	  of	  popular	  stories	  such	  as	  Robin	  Hood	  on	  the	  Saxon	  side,	  or	  the	  reactivation	  of	  non-­‐Saxon,	  Celtic	  stories	  such	  as	  the	  Arthurian	  legends	  for	  the	  (Norman)	  aristocracy	  and	  monarchy	  (ibid:	  100).	  The	  struggle	  provides	  a	  framework	  for	  remembering	  and	  interpreting	  other,	  subsequent,	  historical	  events,	  by	  means	  of	  a	  type	  of	  “coding”	  given	  by	  the	  Conquest:	  “conflicts	  -­‐	  political,	  economic,	  juridical	  -­‐	  could	  […]	  easily	  be	  articulated,	  coded	  and	  transformed	  into	  a	  discourse,	  into	  discourses,	  about	  different	  races”	  (ibid:	  101).	  Thus,	  a	  story	  about	  history	  offered	  a	  binary	  schema	  of	  a	  society	  split	  into	  two	  races,	  which	  provided	  a	  whole	  way	  of	  understanding	  history	  and	  the	  world	  since.	  	  	  This	  was	  a	  narrative	  that	  was	  explicitly	  concerned	  to	  discern	  “the	  blood	  that	  has	  dried	  in	  the	  codes”	  (ibid:	  56,	  65),	  the	  forms	  of	  struggle	  that	  had	  given	  rise	  to	  the	  ongoing	  divisions	  within	  society.	  Furthermore,	  the	  struggle	  was	  understood	  to	  continue	  on	  the	  very	  terrain	  of	  how	  history	  was	  understood	  and	  narrated.	  A	  systematic	  way	  of	  understanding	  society	  as	  a	  function	  of	  a	  history	  given	  by	  the	  Norman	  Conquest	  did	  not	  provide	  a	  “particular	  thesis”,	  but	  rather	  was	  useful	  to	  a	  number	  of	  different	  groups	  in	  providing	  them	  with	  a	  means	  of	  formulating	  and	  making	  sense	  of	  their	  positions.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  it	  enabled	  the	  development	  of	  a	  
politicised	  understanding	  of	  historical	  narratives,	  one	  which	  challenged	  earlier	  “Roman”	  modes	  of	  historical	  writing	  which	  had	  sought	  to	  legitimate	  existing	  power	  structures	  by	  demonstrating	  their	  continuity	  with	  the	  laws,	  kings	  and	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power	  structures	  of	  the	  past	  (ibid:	  66).	  The	  different	  stories	  told	  by	  royalists,	  parliamentarians	  and	  more	  radical	  groups	  such	  as	  the	  Levellers	  or	  Diggers	  about	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Norman	  Conquest	  enabled	  them	  to	  use	  knowledge	  about	  history	  to	  advance	  their	  own	  struggles	  (ibid:	  102-­‐109).	  	  The	  English	  discourse	  of	  race	  war,	  then,	  “functions	  in	  both	  a	  political	  and	  a	  historical	  mode,	  both	  as	  a	  program	  for	  political	  action	  and	  as	  a	  search	  for	  historical	  knowledge”	  (ibid:	  109).	  In	  their	  struggle	  over	  the	  interpretation	  of	  history,	  these	  groups	  are	  engaged	  on	  the	  terrain	  of	  power/knowledge,	  acutely	  aware	  that	  the	  historical	  narrative	  one	  accepts	  is	  crucial	  in	  determining	  political	  practice.	  	  	  As	  Chris	  Philo	  points	  out,	  then,	  the	  purpose	  of	  treating	  history	  as	  having	  the	  structure	  of	  a	  battle	  between	  races	  is	  not:	  	  	   to	  prove	  in	  some	  once-­‐and-­‐for-­‐all	  fashion	  that	  the	  ‘truth’	  of	  history	  is	  that	  politics	  is	  simply	  war	  by	  another	  name.	  Rather,	  it	  is	  to	  trace	  a	  process	  whereby	  scholars	  writing	  about	  history	  […]	  began	  themselves	  to	  conceive	  of	  history	  in	  this	  fashion,	  and	  in	  the	  process	  composed	  a	  history	  that	  took	  war-­‐like	  relations,	  the	  antagonisms	  endemic	  to	  struggle,	  conflict,	  combat	  and	  the	  like,	  as	  the	  model	  for	  what	  needed	  to	  be	  analysed	  (Philo,	  2007:	  351).	  	  	  In	  some	  sense,	  then,	  the	  factual	  accuracy	  of	  historical	  narratives	  is	  beside	  the	  point.	  What	  is	  of	  more	  interest	  is	  the	  function	  of	  these	  narratives:	  what	  are	  they	  
doing?	  	  Foucault	  suggests	  that:	  	  I	  am	  well	  aware	  that	  I	  have	  never	  written	  anything	  but	  fictions.	  I	  do	  not	  mean	  to	  say,	  however,	  that	  the	  truth	  is	  therefore	  absent.	  It	  seems	  to	  me	  that	  the	  possibility	  exists	  for	  fiction	  to	  function	  in	  truth,	  for	  a	  fictional	  discourse	  to	  induce	  effects	  of	  truth,	  and	  for	  bringing	  it	  about	  that	  a	  true	  discourse	  engenders	  or	  ‘manufactures’	  something	  that	  does	  not	  yet	  exist,	  that	  is,	  ‘fictions’	  it	  (Foucault	  and	  Gordon,	  1980:	  193).	  	  	  The	  history	  that	  we	  take	  to	  be	  true	  –	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  -­‐	  has	  material	  consequences,	  a	  concrete	  reality	  and	  existence	  of	  its	  own,	  and	  enables	  a	  political	  programme	  by	  which	  we	  can	  act.	  	  	  
159	  
This	  does	  not	  mean,	  however,	  that	  we	  should	  be	  indifferent	  to	  whether	  these	  narratives	  tell	  us	  anything	  important	  or	  accurate	  about	  the	  history	  of	  the	  world:	  “One	  ‘fictions’	  history	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  political	  reality	  that	  makes	  it	  true,	  one	  ‘fictions’	  a	  politics	  not	  yet	  in	  existence	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  historical	  truth”	  (ibid).	  Thus	  the	  task	  of	  writing	  history	  is	  twofold.	  First,	  we	  need	  to	  discern	  the	  blood	  in	  the	  codes	  and	  then	  second,	  we	  need	  to	  make	  visible	  and	  mobilise	  new	  narratives.	  	  This	  first	  task	  is	  what	  we	  have	  achieved	  in	  this	  chapter.	  We	  have	  discerned	  in	  detail	  what	  version	  of	  history	  it	  is	  that	  enables	  the	  particular	  political	  programme	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  This	  is	  the	  version	  of	  history	  that	  functions	  as	  true	  precisely	  because	  current	  politics	  depend	  on	  it.	  A	  passionate	  interest	  in	  the	  present	  however,	  demands	  the	  mobilisation	  of	  new	  narratives:	  narratives	  that	  can	  be	  compelling	  not	  only	  because	  of	  their	  use	  of	  empirical	  and	  archival	  evidence,	  but	  also	  because	  they	  help	  to	  imagine	  an	  alternative	  political	  practice.	  The	  point	  of	  such	  histories	  is	  to	  disrupt	  the	  very	  codes	  through	  which	  we	  now	  know	  the	  world.	  Genealogy,	  then,	  is	  a	  method	  for	  disturbing	  complacency	  about	  the	  codes,	  the	  discourses,	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  about	  ourselves.	  	  	  
Disorderly	  and	  Tattered	  Genealogies	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  	  In	  this	  chapter,	  we	  have	  seen	  a	  variety	  of	  interlocking	  stories	  that	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  and	  our	  histories:	  these	  seamless	  stories	  give	  us	  to	  understand	  that	  there	  is	  a	  universal	  logic	  to	  history,	  for	  all	  that	  the	  chaos	  of	  actual	  events	  may	  get	  in	  the	  way	  of	  its	  eventual,	  ineluctable	  progress.	  They	  constitute	  a	  particular	  regime	  of	  truth	  in	  which	  teleological	  time	  operates	  to	  produce	  particular	  subjects	  of	  history:	  the	  civilised,	  the	  barbarian,	  the	  savage.	  This	  then	  enables	  a	  whole	  political	  programme	  of	  detailed	  intervention,	  which	  is	  gendered	  and	  racialised	  in	  specific	  ways.	  Is	  it	  possible,	  however,	  to	  “fiction”	  an	  alternative	  political	  programme	  by	  re-­‐coding	  these	  stories,	  or	  discovering	  new	  ones?	  One	  thing	  is	  now	  clear:	  if	  we	  are	  to	  embark	  on	  this	  work,	  then	  another	  seamless	  history	  will	  not	  do.	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Genealogy,	  though,	  is	  opposed	  to	  the	  writing	  of	  seamless	  histories	  and	  universal	  teleologies:	  	  	  genealogy	  is,	  then,	  a	  sort	  of	  attempt	  to	  desubjugate	  historical	  knowledges,	  to	  set	  them	  free,	  or	  in	  other	  words	  to	  enable	  them	  to	  oppose	  and	  struggle	  against	  the	  coercion	  of	  a	  unitary,	  formal	  and	  scientific	  theoretical	  discourse.	  The	  project	  of	  these	  disorderly	  and	  tattered	  genealogies	  is	  to	  reactive	  local	  knowledges	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  10).	  	  	  What	  follows	  in	  the	  next	  four	  chapters	  may	  indeed	  seem	  disorderly	  for	  any	  reader	  expecting	  a	  continuous	  historical	  narrative.	  However,	  its	  disorderliness	  is	  not	  random,	  but	  rather	  a	  deliberate	  attempt	  to	  disorder	  the	  neatness	  of	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves,	  taking	  the	  pivotal	  moments	  of	  those	  stories	  as	  starting	  points.	  Thus,	  we	  will	  ask,	  did	  democracy	  promotion	  really	  begin	  in	  1945	  as	  a	  ruptural	  break	  with	  colonial	  practices?	  Did	  history	  end	  in	  1989	  with	  the	  beginning	  of	  a	  newly	  moral	  practice	  of	  democracy	  promotion?	  How	  do	  the	  continuities	  and	  the	  ruptures	  in	  these	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  support	  a	  particular	  politics?	  And	  what	  if	  they	  are	  not	  really	  continuities,	  or	  ruptures,	  at	  all?	  Are	  those	  stories	  merely	  useful	  fictions	  that	  provide	  a	  political	  programme,	  which	  we	  could,	  by	  telling	  other	  stories,	  change?	  	  Although	  many	  readers	  of	  Foucault	  have	  characterised	  him	  as	  a	  historian	  of	  discontinuity	  (Philo,	  2007;	  Thacker,	  1996),	  this	  was	  not	  precisely	  his	  intention.	  In	  an	  interview	  he	  states	  that,	  “This	  business	  about	  discontinuity	  has	  always	  rather	  bewildered	  me.	  […]	  My	  problem	  was	  not	  at	  all	  to	  say,	  ‘Voilà,	  long	  live	  discontinuity,	  we	  are	  in	  the	  discontinuous	  and	  a	  good	  thing	  too’”	  (1991d:	  53-­‐54).	  He	  suggests	  instead	  that	  he	  is	  interested	  in	  changes	  in	  the	  regimes	  of	  truth	  and	  statements	  that	  appear	  to	  belie	  the	  “calm,	  continuist	  image	  that	  is	  normally	  accredited”	  (Foucault,	  1991d:	  54).	  The	  point	  is,	  as	  ever,	  to	  show	  that	  there	  are	  alternatives	  to	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  and	  potential	  to	  unearth	  alternative	  ways	  of	  knowing	  the	  past.	  It	  is	  therefore	  equally	  disorderly	  to	  discern	  the	  continuities	  where	  we	  took	  for	  granted	  rupture,	  as	  it	  is	  to	  show	  the	  rupture,	  where	  we	  thought	  to	  see	  only	  continuity.	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In	  Chapters	  4	  to	  6,	  we	  will	  see	  that	  almost	  everything	  about	  the	  seamless	  continuist	  stories	  we	  have	  seen	  above	  about	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy	  is	  profoundly	  misleading.	  I	  will	  show	  that	  the	  British	  have	  been	  promoting	  democracy	  for	  much	  longer	  than	  the	  official	  history	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  suggests	  and	  that	  1945	  did	  not	  represent	  a	  ruptural	  break	  in	  which	  the	  iniquities	  of	  imperialism	  were	  replaced	  by	  a	  benevolent,	  but	  incomplete,	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  I	  will	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  civilising	  colonial	  mission	  has	  from	  the	  start	  been	  engaged	  in	  promoting	  versions	  of	  good	  government	  that	  have	  included	  various	  forms	  of	  representative	  institutions,	  which	  both	  precede	  and	  produce	  the	  movements	  for	  national	  self-­‐determination	  in	  British	  India.	  	  	  Moreover,	  whereas	  cautionary	  tales	  about	  the	  Cold	  War,	  or	  the	  discourse	  surrounding	  the	  London	  bombings,	  suggest	  that	  democracy	  is	  a	  remedy	  for,	  or	  alternative	  to	  violence,	  I	  will	  show	  that	  the	  violence	  of	  the	  Partition	  of	  India	  and	  Pakistan	  was	  made	  possible,	  and	  provoked,	  by	  the	  promotion	  of	  “good	  government”.	  Electoral	  democracy,	  representative	  institutions,	  the	  division	  into	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  all	  enabled	  and	  enforced	  the	  particular	  solidification	  of	  religious	  identities	  that	  clashed	  catastrophically.	  	  	  	  Finally,	  I	  show	  in	  Chapter	  6	  that	  far	  from	  vindicating	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  another	  look	  at	  the	  events	  of	  1989	  –	  particularly	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  affair	  -­‐	  can	  show	  us	  how	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  enacted	  profound	  epistemic	  and	  physical	  cruelty	  and	  violence	  at	  that	  time.	  Chapter	  7	  shows	  how	  it	  continues	  to	  do	  so.	  	  Most	  importantly,	  though,	  the	  next	  three	  chapters	  will	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  progressive,	  teleological	  understandings	  of	  time	  that	  provide	  the	  conditions	  of	  possibility	  for	  the	  precise	  stories	  outlined	  above	  have	  emerged	  in	  response	  to	  uncertainty	  about	  the	  present.	  They	  have	  therefore	  been	  successful	  discourses	  primarily	  not	  because	  they	  were	  accurate	  accounts	  of	  the	  past,	  but	  rather	  because	  they	  provided	  a	  useful	  means	  for	  orienting	  practical	  responses	  towards	  the	  future.	  This	  is	  why	  we	  should	  care	  about	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  about	  ourselves	  
162	  
and	  this	  is	  why	  the	  stakes	  of	  showing	  why	  such	  stories	  are	  misleading	  are	  so	  high.	  We	  care	  about	  the	  past	  because,	  as	  I	  have	  shown	  in	  this	  chapter,	  it	  offers	  us	  a	  way	  of	  understanding	  how	  to	  proceed	  in	  the	  future.	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Section	  2:	  The	  Other	  Without	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Chapter	  4:	  Authoring	  the	  Codes	  Elsewhere:	  Colonial	  
Governmentality	  and	  Teleological	  Time	  
	  
To	  trade	  with	  civilized	  men	  is	  infinitely	  more	  profitable	  than	  to	  govern	  
savages.	  (Thomas	  Babington	  Macaulay,	  House	  of	  Commons,	  10	  July	  1833)	  	  
This	  is	  a	  common	  pattern	  in	  the	  history	  of	  thought:	  an	  idea	  becomes	  sharply	  
formulated	  and	  even	  named	  […]	  at	  exactly	  the	  moment	  that	  it	  is	  being	  put	  
under	  pressure.	  (Ian	  Hacking,	  How	  Should	  we	  do	  the	  History	  of	  Statistics)	  	  We	  now	  have	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  animate	  contemporary	  democracy	  promotion.	  This	  chapter	  goes	  back	  to	  the	  late	  eighteenth	  and	  early	  nineteenth	  centuries	  in	  order	  to	  unearth	  the	  emergence	  of	  some	  of	  these	  practices.	  I	  make	  two	  related	  points.	  First,	  I	  show	  that	  the	  teleological	  story	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  that	  I	  presented	  in	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  3	  is	  misleading	  in	  a	  number	  of	  ways.	  Secondly,	  and	  more	  importantly,	  I	  demonstrate	  how	  this	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  time	  and	  progress	  emerged	  in	  the	  early	  nineteenth	  century	  as	  a	  function	  of	  the	  problematisation	  of	  how	  to	  govern	  in	  a	  confused	  and	  unknowable	  India.	  Thus,	  I	  will	  show	  that	  whilst	  teleological	  versions	  of	  history	  are	  not	  a	  very	  good	  guide	  to	  what	  happened	  in	  the	  past,	  they	  did	  in	  the	  1830s	  become	  a	  useful	  way	  of	  deciding	  what	  to	  do	  in	  the	  present.	  This	  is	  because	  they	  provided	  a	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  future.	  In	  other	  words,	  I	  show	  that	  history	  has	  not	  been	  produced	  by	  the	  logic	  of	  teleology;	  teleological	  narratives,	  however,	  have	  been	  produced	  by	  the	  specific	  unfolding	  of	  history.	  	  The	  story	  of	  Britain’s	  democracy,	  as	  we	  encountered	  it	  in	  Chapter	  3,	  is	  often	  unreflexively	  narrated	  as	  an	  unbroken	  and	  steady	  line	  from	  the	  Magna	  Carta	  to	  the	  contemporary	  notion	  that	  liberal	  democratic	  capitalism	  is	  indeed	  the	  “end	  of	  history.”	  It	  is	  this	  story,	  I	  have	  argued,	  that	  gives	  us	  a	  confidence	  in	  our	  national	  identity.	  This	  identity	  is	  premised	  on	  a	  story	  of	  a	  democratic	  society	  that	  has	  faced	  down	  undemocratic	  others	  over	  the	  ages	  and	  that	  can	  domesticate	  contemporary	  others	  by	  enabling	  them	  to	  experience	  a	  similar	  trajectory	  of	  history.	  In	  Spivak’s	  words,	  the	  fact	  that	  this	  history	  is	  one	  of	  unbroken	  and	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necessary	  evolution	  that	  has	  happened	  without	  foreign	  interference,	  gives	  us	  a	  sense	  of	  “authoritative	  narrative	  production”	  (Spivak,	  1995:	  164).	  We	  are	  living	  within	  epistemic	  codes	  that	  were	  authored	  for	  us,	  by	  us	  and	  for	  our	  own	  benefit,	  through	  a	  process	  of	  struggle	  with	  internal	  and	  external	  others	  that	  has	  inevitably	  culminated	  in	  our	  hard-­‐won	  democratic	  institutions.	  This	  is	  how	  we	  know	  who	  “we”	  are.	  Thus,	  as	  we	  saw	  in	  the	  Introduction	  to	  this	  thesis,	  anyone	  who	  does	  not	  accept	  these	  codes	  is	  welcome	  to	  live	  elsewhere,	  but	  cannot	  truly	  belong	  in	  Britain.	  	  In	  the	  meantime,	  we	  also	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  3	  a	  narrative	  of	  the	  history	  of	  Pakistan	  that	  is	  broken	  and	  discontinuous.	  The	  colonial	  period	  is	  understood,	  through	  the	  contemporary	  lens	  of	  development	  and	  Democracy	  Promotion,	  to	  have	  stymied	  the	  proper	  trajectory	  of	  history	  by	  denying	  the	  people	  self-­‐determination	  and	  democratic	  institutions.	  Colonial	  rule,	  the	  story	  goes,	  involved	  the	  exercise	  of	  unwarranted	  sovereign	  power	  over	  the	  people	  of	  British	  India,	  keeping	  them	  from	  developing	  in	  the	  normal	  way.	  However,	  movements	  for	  self-­‐determination	  gradually	  wrested	  power	  from	  the	  British	  and	  won	  the	  right	  to	  distribute	  it	  equally,	  by	  means	  of	  the	  ballot	  paper,	  to	  the	  new	  citizens	  of	  the	  two	  nations	  of	  India	  and	  Pakistan	  from	  1945.	  Although	  short-­‐term	  political	  machinations	  may	  continue	  to	  interrupt	  the	  process	  of	  natural	  evolution	  towards	  liberal	  democracy,	  there	  is	  little	  doubt	  that	  this	  mode	  of	  governing	  should	  be	  the	  endpoint	  of	  history.	  	  In	  this	  chapter	  I	  suggest	  that	  both	  these	  stories	  are	  wrong.	  I	  show	  that	  the	  British	  have	  been	  worrying	  about	  the	  promotion	  of	  good	  government	  in	  what	  is	  now	  Pakistan,	  and	  devising	  representative	  institutions	  to	  help	  them,	  for	  much	  longer	  than	  is	  commonly	  thought.	  Furthermore,	  the	  very	  government	  of	  Britain	  at	  home,	  far	  from	  evolving	  steadily	  through	  a	  homogeneous	  national	  trajectory,	  was	  profoundly	  changed	  by	  this	  experience.	  As	  Michel	  Foucault	  puts	  it	  in	  a	  rare	  reference	  to	  imperialism,	  this	  entailed	  a	  kind	  of	  “boomerang	  effect”:	  	   It	  should	  never	  be	  forgotten	  that	  while	  colonization,	  with	  its	  techniques	  and	  its	  political	  and	  juridical	  weapons,	  obviously	  transported	  European	  models	  to	  other	  continents,	  it	  also	  had	  a	  considerable	  boomerang	  effect	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on	  the	  mechanisms	  of	  power	  in	  the	  West,	  and	  on	  the	  apparatuses,	  institutions	  and	  techniques	  of	  power.	  A	  whole	  series	  of	  colonial	  models	  was	  brought	  back	  to	  the	  West,	  and	  the	  result	  was	  that	  the	  West	  could	  practice	  something	  resembling	  colonization,	  or	  an	  internal	  colonialism,	  on	  itself.	  (Foucault,	  2005b:	  103)	  	  	  In	  the	  following	  pages,	  I	  will	  describe	  precisely	  how	  one	  instance	  of	  this	  boomerang	  effect	  took	  place.	  I	  show	  how	  it	  was	  that	  the	  quantitative	  technologies	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  that	  are	  now	  so	  familiar	  to	  us	  were	  implemented	  in	  the	  subcontinent,	  in	  the	  late	  eighteen	  and	  early	  nineteenth	  centuries,	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  the	  British	  Empire.	  This	  was	  because	  they	  provided	  a	  means	  of	  knowing	  and	  controlling	  a	  population	  seen	  as	  unruly	  and	  a	  present	  that	  seemed	  uncertain.	  	  	  Liberal	  governmentality	  in	  Britain	  could	  not	  have	  emerged	  or	  been	  imagined	  in	  the	  form	  that	  it	  took	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  the	  colonial	  experience.	  Furthermore,	  far	  from	  being	  a	  step	  on	  the	  path	  to	  ever	  wider	  political	  participation,	  the	  specific	  governmental	  technologies	  that	  have	  emerged,	  with	  and	  through	  which	  contemporary	  democratic	  practices	  are	  articulated,	  began	  as	  a	  means	  of	  limiting,	  disciplining	  and	  managing	  the	  Indian	  population’s	  participation	  in	  political	  life.	  This	  was	  achieved	  in	  part	  through	  characteristic	  liberal	  attempts	  to	  produce	  separate	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  and	  the	  attempt	  to	  contain	  Indian	  social	  and	  economic	  life	  in	  the	  latter.	  	  	  The	  consequences	  of	  the	  boomerang	  effect	  of	  these	  practices	  effected	  a	  similar	  limitation	  on	  broad	  participation	  in	  politics	  in	  Britain.	  This	  casts	  into	  doubt	  the	  idea	  that	  Pakistan	  could	  go	  through	  a	  similar	  trajectory	  to	  Britain’s,	  since	  it	  will	  never	  experience	  a	  similar	  colonial	  history.	  More	  interestingly,	  though,	  it	  also	  disrupts	  the	  deeply	  influential	  story	  that	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves,	  by	  demonstrating	  that	  “our”	  history,	  the	  codes	  through	  which	  we	  live,	  were	  also	  authored	  
elsewhere.	  Furthermore,	  this	  arguably	  occurred	  in	  such	  a	  way	  as	  to	  curtail	  democratic	  practices	  of	  participation	  in	  Britain,	  thus	  not	  only	  enabling	  us	  to	  question	  the	  teleological	  thrust	  of	  history,	  but	  also	  to	  offer	  tantalising	  glimpses	  of	  how	  governing	  might	  be	  different.	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  Even	  more	  crucially,	  the	  teleological	  form	  of	  othering	  that	  constitutes	  British	  identity	  is	  also	  an	  invention	  that	  dates	  back	  to	  this	  precise	  period	  and	  its	  history	  is	  deeply	  intertwined	  with	  the	  emergence	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality.	  The	  word	  “civilisation”	  became	  established	  in	  the	  English	  language	  around	  the	  period	  	  1772	  -­‐	  1836	  (Bowden,	  2009:	  31),	  at	  exactly	  the	  moment	  when	  ideas	  about	  time,	  temporality	  and	  progress	  were	  coming	  under	  new	  pressure.	  	  	  This	  pressure	  is	  most	  easily	  understood	  by	  considering	  how	  the	  different	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  governing	  respectively	  attempt	  to	  resolve	  the	  constitutive	  tension	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  liberal	  governmentality.	  This	  is	  a	  tension	  that	  emerges	  because	  governmentality	  brings	  together	  two	  rather	  different	  traditions.	  On	  the	  one	  hand,	  is	  the	  notion	  of	  the	  self-­‐governing	  polity	  of	  Ancient	  Greece,	  from	  which	  we	  draw	  our	  ideas	  about	  democratic	  participation	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  political	  equality	  as	  citizens:	  the	  city-­‐citizen	  matrix.	  On	  the	  other,	  emerging	  out	  of	  a	  Christian	  tradition,	  is	  the	  idea	  of	  the	  shepherd	  and	  flock.	  It	  is	  this	  latter	  matrix,	  in	  which	  the	  community’s	  leader	  is	  responsible	  for	  knowing	  and	  caring	  for	  each	  member	  of	  the	  “flock”,	  and	  which	  -­‐	  in	  a	  historical	  process	  that	  need	  not	  concern	  us	  here	  -­‐	  has	  been	  displaced	  from	  the	  Church	  to	  the	  state,	  that	  underlies	  the	  understanding	  that	  it	  is	  the	  state’s	  responsibility	  to	  know,	  understand,	  care	  for	  and	  enable	  the	  development	  of	  its	  population	  (Foucault,	  2007;	  Dean,	  2010:	  90-­‐101).	  The	  chapter	  proceeds	  in	  three	  main	  sections	  that	  each	  deal	  with	  a	  particular	  resolution	  of	  these	  ideas.	  	  The	  first	  section	  explores	  ideas	  about	  governing	  that	  operated	  using	  a	  conception	  of	  time	  that	  was	  continuous	  and	  accretive,	  animated	  by	  the	  stadial	  notion	  of	  progress	  that	  was	  emblematic	  of	  eighteenth	  century	  thought	  (Burchell,	  1991:	  137).	  Using	  Edmund	  Burke’s	  work	  in	  particular,	  I	  show	  that	  eighteenth	  century	  ideas	  about	  time	  had	  stressed	  an	  organic	  growth	  of	  wisdom,	  which	  was	  deeply	  involved	  with	  the	  place	  and	  people	  that	  were	  its	  subjects.	  Thus,	  the	  laws,	  procedures	  and	  processes	  of	  governing	  were	  unique	  to	  the	  time	  and	  place	  in	  which	  they	  had	  emerged	  and	  were	  emphatically	  non-­‐transferable.	  Modes	  of	  governing	  that	  had	  evolved	  in	  India	  must,	  by	  this	  token,	  be	  respected	  in	  India.	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Meanwhile,	  British	  modes	  of	  governing	  that	  stressed	  participation	  and	  relationality	  were	  valorised	  as	  the	  precious	  inheritance	  of	  the	  past	  that	  must	  be	  preserved	  against	  the	  depredations	  of	  time.	  	  	  Here,	  the	  pastoral	  role	  of	  governance	  is	  privileged.	  Pastoral	  responsibilities	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  conferred	  by	  ownership	  of	  property,	  which	  brings	  with	  it	  the	  duty	  to	  care	  for	  and	  about	  the	  people	  connected	  to	  it,	  and	  who	  are	  tied	  to	  local	  landowners	  through	  historically	  constituted	  and	  inherited	  links	  of	  affection	  and	  obligation.	  This	  hierarchical	  and	  highly	  gendered	  polity	  is	  nevertheless	  highly	  participatory,	  not	  least	  because	  of	  electoral	  practices,	  in	  ways	  that	  enabled	  the	  British	  to	  see	  themselves	  as	  a	  peculiarly	  “free”,	  self-­‐governing	  people.	  	  The	  second	  section	  shows	  that	  these	  ideas	  came	  into	  conflict	  with	  an	  India	  that	  was	  difficult	  to	  understand.	  It	  was	  for	  a	  long	  time	  accepted	  that	  the	  laws	  and	  customs	  that	  had	  evolved	  there	  should	  be	  respected,	  but	  in	  the	  everyday	  reality	  of	  trying	  to	  govern,	  this	  led	  to	  profound	  perplexity,	  that	  appeared	  to	  derive	  from	  the	  lack	  of	  a	  shared	  history.	  	  Concrete	  attempts	  to	  resolve	  the	  epistemological	  problems	  posed	  by	  India	  were	  justified	  (after	  the	  fact)	  by	  a	  Utilitarian	  perspective,	  associated	  with	  James	  Mill,	  which	  worked	  with	  a	  temporality	  that	  aspired	  to	  be	  ruptural.	  Given	  the	  “barbarous”	  and	  incomprehensible	  nature	  of	  India,	  the	  best	  thing	  to	  do	  was	  to	  break	  with	  past	  history,	  draw	  a	  line	  under	  previous	  customs	  and	  start	  again,	  using	  a	  rational	  and	  minute	  control	  of	  the	  population	  to	  instil	  a	  better	  governance	  founded	  on	  logic,	  objective	  knowledge	  and	  reason.	  The	  shepherd-­‐flock	  paradigm	  was	  re-­‐invoked,	  but	  in	  new	  terms:	  the	  flock	  would	  henceforth	  be	  known	  through	  objective	  categories	  and	  governed	  according	  to	  general	  laws.	  	  	  The	  third	  section,	  however,	  suggests	  that	  -­‐	  given	  the	  importance	  of	  freedom	  and	  the	  tradition	  of	  the	  city-­‐citizen	  matrix	  for	  British	  ideas	  about	  governing	  -­‐	  the	  new,	  abstracted	  forms	  of	  governmental	  rule	  created	  significant	  unease	  about	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  this	  new	  shepherd-­‐flock	  configuration	  in	  India	  which	  did	  not	  appear	  to	  allow	  for	  the	  participation	  of	  the	  governed.	  This	  unease	  led	  to	  discussions,	  in	  the	  “Age	  of	  Reform”	  (the	  early	  1830s),	  of	  how	  institutions	  could	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be	  used	  to	  represent	  India.	  The	  uneasy	  compromise	  that	  emerged	  of	  assuming	  that	  the	  East	  India	  Company	  could	  function	  as	  a	  kind	  of	  a	  representative	  institution	  was	  hardly	  democratic.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  debates	  at	  this	  time	  laid	  down	  the	  conditions	  of	  possibility	  for	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions	  that	  are	  now	  so	  familiar.	  	  In	  this	  period,	  I	  show	  that	  two	  incommensurable	  sets	  of	  practices	  of	  thought	  about	  governing	  and	  time,	  characterised	  by	  Burke	  and	  Mill,	  were	  precariously	  resolved	  by	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  set	  of	  governing	  practices	  based	  on	  teleology	  and	  a	  faith	  in	  progress.	  This	  resolution	  would	  have	  consequences	  long	  into	  the	  future.	  Thus	  Thomas	  Babington	  Macaulay	  and	  other	  thinkers	  who	  were	  concretely	  engaged	  in	  the	  difficult	  business	  of	  governing	  India	  took	  the	  emergence	  of	  scientific	  rationality	  and	  representative	  institutions	  in	  Britain	  as	  the	  endpoint	  of	  a	  process	  of	  organic	  development	  and	  upended	  this	  idea	  to	  imagine	  that	  India	  might,	  with	  help	  from	  its	  British	  governors,	  go	  through	  a	  similar	  process	  in	  the	  future	  and	  alight	  upon	  a	  similar	  endpoint.	  This,	  I	  suggest,	  marks	  the	  emergence	  of	  ideas	  about	  “progress”	  that	  is	  expected	  to	  be	  the	  same	  everywhere,	  as	  distinct	  from	  earlier	  ideas	  that	  progress	  would	  look	  different	  for	  different	  peoples	  and	  places:	  progress	  in	  the	  singular,	  rather	  than	  progress	  in	  the	  plural.	  	  	  By	  the	  1850s,	  this	  new	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  civilisation	  had	  become	  widespread,	  such	  that	  Henry	  Buckle’s	  immensely	  popular	  History	  of	  Civilization	  
in	  England	  was	  able	  to	  claim	  that	  human	  actions	  everywhere	  are	  likewise	  determined	  by	  general	  laws	  that	  are	  as	  fixed	  as	  those	  understood	  to	  govern	  the	  world	  of	  physics	  (Hacking,	  1991:	  188).	  	  Again,	  although	  these	  notions	  of	  a	  teleological	  and	  inevitable	  civilising	  thrust	  to	  history	  are	  very	  easy	  to	  cast	  into	  doubt,	  they	  also	  remain	  remarkably	  pervasive	  in	  our	  practices	  of	  thought	  even	  nearly	  two	  centuries	  later.	  This	  is	  why	  it	  is	  important	  to	  show	  where	  they	  come	  from	  and	  why	  they	  have	  been	  useful.	  This	  is	  what	  enables	  us	  to	  see	  that	  teleology	  is	  not	  driving	  history,	  but	  rather	  emerges	  from	  it:	  thus	  it	  is	  not	  inevitable,	  but	  is	  a	  practice	  of	  thought	  that	  can	  be	  changed.	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The	  British	  Polity	  Before	  the	  Age	  of	  Reform:	  Affective	  Ties	  and	  Continuity	  	  
Governing	  Relations	  	  In	  late	  eighteenth	  century	  Britain,	  the	  resolution	  of	  shepherd-­‐flock	  and	  city-­‐citizen	  matrices	  was	  achieved	  in	  a	  way	  rather	  unfamiliar	  to	  liberal	  democratic	  techniques	  of	  rule.	  The	  local	  landowner,	  who	  inherited	  administrative	  office	  along	  with,	  and	  inextricable	  from,	  his	  (and	  it	  was	  almost	  always	  his)	  other	  property	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  72),	  was	  deeply	  involved	  in	  highly	  decentralised	  practices	  of	  governing	  and	  this	  involved	  detailed	  narrative	  knowledge	  of	  the	  people.	  This	  knowledge	  could	  only	  be	  obtained	  through	  an	  ethical	  investment	  in	  the	  maintenance	  over	  time	  of	  the	  affective	  relationships	  that	  constituted	  political	  life.	  Within	  this	  framework,	  the	  existence	  of	  electoral	  practices,	  public	  hustings	  and	  some	  semblance	  of	  representative	  institutions	  provided	  a	  limited	  element	  of	  choice	  in	  whom	  to	  defer	  to,	  alongside	  an	  ongoing	  emphasis	  on	  participation	  and	  mutual	  accountability	  and	  responsibility.	  	  	  This	  system	  of	  governance	  was	  taken	  as	  evidence	  for	  the	  widespread	  belief	  that	  the	  British	  political	  system	  was	  particularly	  conducive	  to	  freedom	  (Colley,	  2009:	  364-­‐52,	  361-­‐3).	  It	  was	  a	  belief	  that	  played	  a	  key	  role	  in	  constituting	  a	  sense	  of	  British	  identity	  and	  it	  was	  buttressed	  by	  the	  popular	  practice,	  around	  election	  time,	  of	  crowds	  singing	  patriotic	  songs	  and	  waving	  union	  flags	  in	  order	  to	  demonstrate	  their	  support	  for	  the	  system	  of	  governing	  as	  “freeborn	  Englishmen”,	  understood	  to	  form	  part	  of	  a	  historical	  narrative	  stretching	  back	  to	  Saxon	  England,	  the	  Magna	  Carta,	  the	  restitution	  of	  an	  ancient	  constitution	  in	  the	  “Glorious	  Revolution”	  of	  1688	  and	  so	  on	  (ibid:	  343,	  352,	  52).	  	  	  Suffrage	  was,	  before	  the	  1832	  Reform	  Act,	  highly	  restricted,	  but	  it	  would	  be	  wrong	  to	  assume	  that	  the	  mass	  of	  British	  people	  were	  entirely	  excluded	  from	  political	  life.	  In	  comparison	  with	  other	  European	  countries,	  the	  British	  polity	  was,	  although	  hierarchical	  and	  highly	  gendered,	  also	  extremely	  decentralised,	  flexible	  and	  participatory	  in	  the	  late	  eighteenth	  and	  early	  nineteenth	  century.	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It	  is	  perhaps	  Edmund	  Burke	  who	  gives	  the	  clearest	  account	  of	  the	  particular	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  governing	  at	  that	  time.	  His	  work	  has	  a	  particular	  relevance	  to	  any	  study	  of	  British	  India	  in	  this	  period,	  given	  his	  stinging	  attacks	  on	  the	  Company	  (Burke,	  1991c,	  d),	  and	  it	  is	  worth	  looking	  in	  some	  detail	  at	  his	  work,	  which	  gives	  important	  clues	  to	  the	  ways	  governing	  in	  India	  could	  be	  thought	  about	  just	  before	  the	  Age	  of	  Reform	  (see	  also	  Wilson,	  2008:	  28-­‐33).	  	  	  Burke,	  then,	  was	  much	  more	  concerned	  with	  practical	  political	  skill	  and	  the	  management	  of	  relationships	  -­‐	  described	  in	  affective	  terms	  -­‐	  than	  abstract	  rules:	  	  	   We	  Englishmen,	  stop	  very	  short	  of	  the	  principles	  upon	  which	  we	  support	  any	  given	  part	  of	  our	  constitution;	  or	  even	  the	  whole	  of	  it	  together.	  […]	  All	  government,	  every	  human	  benefit	  and	  enjoyment,	  every	  virtue	  and	  every	  prudent	  act,	  is	  founded	  on	  compromise	  and	  barter.	  We	  balance	  inconveniences;	  we	  give	  and	  take;	  we	  remit	  some	  rights,	  that	  we	  may	  enjoy	  others;	  and	  we	  chuse	  rather	  to	  be	  happy	  citizens	  than	  subtle	  disputants	  (Burke,	  1991b:	  142).	  	  	  Citizenship,	  here,	  is	  a	  whole	  tissue	  of	  complex	  relationships	  whose	  emotional	  resonances	  are	  more	  important	  than	  the	  cold	  rationality	  of	  the	  “subtle	  disputant”.	  Instead,	  happiness,	  enjoyment	  and	  benefit	  are	  the	  outcome	  of	  being	  embedded	  in	  relationships	  in	  all	  their	  complexity	  and	  the	  never-­‐ending	  negotiations	  they	  entail.	  	  	  This	  is	  the	  antithesis	  of	  living	  by	  generalised	  rules.	  General	  rules	  lead	  to	  dispute,	  and	  rupture	  the	  very	  ties	  that	  hold	  the	  polity	  together.	  The	  happiness	  of	  a	  “happy	  citizen”,	  then,	  has	  little	  to	  do	  with	  the	  Utilitarian	  “greatest	  happiness	  to	  the	  greatest	  number”,	  because	  Burke’s	  conception	  of	  happiness	  is	  not	  individualised	  but	  relational:	  it	  is	  therefore	  not	  tractable	  to	  quantification	  or	  measurement,	  but	  rather	  is	  something	  that	  must	  be	  maintained	  through	  ongoing	  ethical	  work.	  This	  implies	  that	  personal	  character,	  rather	  than	  codified	  law,	  is	  likewise	  of	  the	  utmost	  importance.	  Skill	  and	  tact	  in	  managing	  relationships,	  disagreements	  and	  ongoing	  events	  were	  the	  crucial	  political	  attributes:	  “Whilst	  manners	  remain	  entire,	  they	  will	  correct	  the	  vices	  of	  the	  law	  and	  soften	  it	  at	  length	  to	  their	  own	  temper”	  (Burke,	  1991a:	  152).	  Crucially,	  the	  relationships	  that	  cemented	  the	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political	  community	  are	  taken	  to	  be	  constituted	  by	  the	  ownership	  of	  property	  (Langford,	  1991:	  50-­‐51;	  Wilson,	  2008:	  32)	  and	  it	  is	  thus	  the	  character	  of	  the	  local	  landowner	  as	  the	  practical	  and	  skilled	  arbiter	  of	  the	  compromises	  and	  judgements	  of	  everyday	  life,	  that	  is	  centrally	  important	  for	  the	  management	  of	  the	  affective	  life	  of	  the	  community.	  	  	  It	  is	  clear	  that	  hierarchy	  and	  deference	  are	  key	  characteristics	  of	  a	  well-­‐ordered	  society,	  held	  together	  by	  stratified	  relations	  built	  on	  property	  and	  landownership.	  This	  is	  reflected	  in	  electoral	  practices:	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it,	  the	  outcomes	  of	  elections	  might	  seem	  like	  a	  foregone	  conclusion,	  given	  the	  many-­‐faceted	  influence	  of	  local	  landed	  families	  with	  long	  histories	  of	  ruling	  particular	  constituencies.	  Indeed,	  many	  seats	  went	  uncontested.	  However,	  it	  is	  important	  not	  to	  over-­‐estimate	  this	  tendency,	  because	  that	  would	  be	  to	  disregard	  the	  complex	  networks	  of	  responsibility	  and	  accountability	  that	  accompanied	  relations	  of	  deference:	  “the	  voters	  demanded,	  indeed	  anticipated,	  paternalist	  services	  of	  many	  kinds	  in	  return	  for	  their	  loyalty”	  (O'Gorman,	  1989:	  225-­‐226).	  The	  process	  of	  making	  these	  demands	  was	  highly	  participatory.	  Elections	  would	  go	  on	  for	  days	  (somewhat	  curtailed	  by	  the	  Reform	  Act)	  and	  formed	  a	  kind	  of	  rowdy,	  public	  carnival	  in	  which	  a	  powerful	  emphasis	  was	  placed	  on	  the	  practices	  of	  the	  hustings,	  at	  which	  people	  of	  all	  social	  classes,	  including	  women,	  held	  the	  much-­‐valued	  and	  vaunted	  right	  to	  “have	  their	  say”	  (Lawrence,	  2009:	  30,	  5).	  	  In	  the	  event	  that	  demands	  and	  expectations	  of	  paternalist	  services	  were	  not	  met,	  it	  was	  by	  no	  means	  unheard	  of	  for	  seats	  to	  change	  hands.	  	  	  MPs	  were	  accountable	  not	  just	  to	  the	  electorate,	  but	  to	  the	  crowd	  more	  generally.	  Furthermore	  voters	  were	  also	  understood	  to	  be	  accountable	  to	  one	  another	  and	  to	  non-­‐voters.	  Voting	  took	  place	  in	  public	  and	  even	  when	  the	  secret	  ballot	  was	  introduced	  –	  not	  until	  1872	  -­‐	  it	  was	  tellingly	  widely	  denounced	  by	  Parliamentarians	  as	  “un-­‐English”	  (ibid:	  46).	  Voters	  were	  expected	  to	  be	  able	  to	  explain	  and	  stand	  by	  their	  decisions.	  Thus	  elections	  were	  fully	  implicated	  in	  complex	  networks	  of	  affection,	  patronage	  and	  mutual	  responsibility.	  The	  organic	  development	  of	  British	  institutions,	  then,	  was	  perceived	  quite	  differently	  to	  the	  way	  the	  same	  history	  of	  the	  same	  set	  of	  events	  is	  used	  today.	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Government	  and	  Chivalry	  	  As	  this	  discussion	  suggests,	  political	  relations	  were	  gendered	  in	  ways	  that,	  despite	  some	  obvious	  continuities,	  nevertheless	  differ	  importantly	  from	  the	  configurations	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  society.	  This	  is	  important	  to	  understand	  at	  this	  stage,	  because	  we	  have	  seen	  the	  importance	  for	  contemporary	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  of	  the	  now-­‐familiar	  division	  into	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  and	  how	  this	  has	  impacted	  on	  the	  gendering	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  I	  argued	  above	  in	  Chapter	  3	  that	  a	  valorisation	  of	  care,	  relationality	  and	  the	  emotions	  would	  explode	  the	  complex	  of	  gendered	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  emerge	  from	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	  savage	  and	  the	  barbarian.	  In	  this	  section,	  my	  reading	  of	  Burke	  suggests,	  by	  way	  of	  illustration,	  that	  a	  radically	  different	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  time	  and	  history	  necessarily	  entails	  an	  alternative	  ethics	  of	  gender	  relations.	  	  None	  of	  what	  follows	  should	  be	  taken	  as	  an	  invitation	  to	  idealise	  Burke’s	  thought.	  Eighteenth	  century	  Britain	  was	  a	  world	  in	  which	  paternal	  benevolence	  was	  valued	  alongside	  “manly”	  courage	  in	  leaders,	  and	  -­‐	  in	  terms	  of	  electoral	  practices	  -­‐	  the	  public	  sphere	  of	  the	  hustings	  was	  often	  violent	  and	  hypermasculine	  (ibid:	  14-­‐20).	  Nevertheless,	  the	  highly	  partisan	  presence	  of	  women	  at	  these	  events	  -­‐	  for	  all	  that	  they	  were	  valued	  in	  part	  for	  their	  “decorous	  role	  in	  the	  proceedings”	  (ibid:	  21)	  -­‐	  signals	  that	  they	  were	  never	  quite	  excluded	  from	  participation.	  	  	  Moreover,	  the	  paternalist	  support	  for	  local	  services	  and	  organisations	  provided	  by	  Parliamentary	  candidates	  was	  widely	  referred	  to	  as	  “nursing”	  a	  constituency	  (ibid:	  5-­‐6),	  language	  which	  provides	  a	  clue	  that	  the	  familiar	  gendered	  division	  of	  the	  work	  of	  care	  and	  nurture	  was	  not	  clear-­‐cut	  at	  this	  time.	  	  The	  gendering	  of	  political	  relations	  requires	  some	  teasing	  out.	  	  Burke,	  then,	  takes	  the	  familiar	  Enlightenment	  view	  that	  a	  society	  can	  be	  judged	  by	  observing	  the	  way	  its	  women	  are	  treated	  and	  he	  makes	  regular	  appeal	  to	  the	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ancient	  virtues	  of	  “chivalry”.	  On	  these	  grounds,	  he	  is	  outraged	  by	  the	  brutal	  treatment	  of	  Marie	  Antoinette	  at	  the	  hands	  of	  French	  revolutionaries	  and	  likewise	  the	  perceived	  violation	  of	  Begums	  of	  Oudh,	  when	  Company	  servants	  raid	  their	  palaces	  to	  take	  possession	  of	  disputed	  revenue	  (Colley,	  2009:	  258;	  Fidler	  and	  Welsh,	  1991:	  30,	  48,	  55).	  	  	  There	  are	  various	  elements	  to	  Burke’s	  horror	  at	  the	  Oudh	  incident,	  which	  are	  worth	  examining	  in	  detail.	  The	  first	  is	  the	  lack	  of	  “reverence	  paid	  to	  the	  female	  sex	  in	  general”	  (Burke,	  1990:	  4.5.99),	  a	  breach	  of	  traditional	  gender	  norms	  of	  chivalry	  that	  extends	  to	  “a	  rapacious	  and	  licentious	  soldiery	  in	  the	  personal	  search	  of	  women”	  (ibid:	  4.5.101).	  This	  violating	  failure	  of	  the	  important	  virtue	  of	  good	  manners	  is	  compounded,	  secondly,	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  these	  are	  women	  of	  “high	  rank	  and	  condition”	  (ibid:	  4.5.99).	  The	  importance	  of	  this	  is	  signalled	  by	  the	  origin	  of	  the	  fortune	  allegedly	  plundered	  by	  the	  Company	  under	  Warren	  Hastings:	  	   This	  prince	  (suspicious,	  and	  not	  unjustly	  suspicious,	  of	  his	  son	  and	  successor)	  at	  his	  death	  committed	  his	  treasures	  and	  his	  family	  to	  the	  British	  faith.	  That	  family	  and	  household,	  consisted	  of	  two	  thousand	  
women;	  to	  which	  were	  added	  two	  other	  seraglios	  of	  near	  kindred,	  and	  […]	  of	  about	  fourscore	  of	  the	  Nabob's	  children,	  with	  all	  the	  eunuchs,	  the	  ancient	  servants,	  and	  a	  multitude	  of	  the	  dependants	  of	  his	  splendid	  court.	  These	  were	  all	  to	  be	  provided,	  for	  present	  maintenance	  and	  future	  establishment,	  from	  the	  lands	  assigned	  as	  dower,	  and	  from	  the	  treasures	  which	  he	  left	  to	  these	  matrons,	  in	  trust	  for	  the	  whole	  family	  (ibid:	  4.5.83	  emphasis	  in	  the	  original).	  	  Burke	  has	  no	  problem	  with	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  woman	  owning	  property,	  then.	  However,	  it	  is	  not	  thought	  about	  as	  a	  personal	  fortune	  that	  is	  hers	  to	  dispose	  of.	  	  Rather,	  property	  brings	  with	  it	  a	  whole	  web	  of	  inherited	  and	  future	  responsibility	  and	  dependence,	  including	  particularly	  the	  well-­‐being	  of	  the	  family’s	  women	  and	  others	  in	  need	  of	  protection.	  In	  the	  Company’s	  act	  of	  forcible	  confiscation,	  they	  are	  not	  merely	  dispossessing	  the	  princess,	  but	  also	  disrupting,	  not	  only	  for	  now	  but	  for	  future	  generations,	  a	  series	  of	  hierarchical	  relations	  of	  trust	  and	  dependence	  on	  which	  the	  well-­‐being	  of	  a	  whole	  community	  depends.	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The	  venerability	  and	  rank	  of	  the	  family,	  then,	  are	  to	  be	  respected	  because	  they	  are	  the	  basis	  on	  which	  political	  life	  is	  built.	  	  	  Perhaps	  the	  worst	  element	  of	  the	  Company’s	  actions,	  for	  Burke,	  is	  that	  the	  instrument	  of	  the	  princes’s	  dispossession	  is	  “her	  own	  son	  […]	  It	  was	  the	  pious	  hand	  of	  the	  son	  that	  was	  selected	  to	  tear	  from	  his	  mother	  and	  grandmother	  the	  provision	  of	  their	  age,	  the	  maintenance	  of	  his	  brethren,	  and	  of	  all	  the	  ancient	  household	  of	  his	  father”	  (ibid,	  emphasis	  in	  the	  original).	  The	  decisive	  ruptural	  force	  of	  the	  word	  “tear”	  underlies	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  here.	  The	  most	  immediate	  of	  familial	  ties	  which	  are	  founded	  upon	  and	  vested	  in	  the	  bodies	  of	  women	  are	  severed	  through	  a	  violent	  and	  highly	  intimate	  violation	  of	  the	  bodies	  of	  a	  mother	  and	  a	  grandmother	  and	  in	  the	  process	  an	  entire	  family,	  household	  and	  broader	  society	  is	  imperiled	  in	  the	  work	  of	  a	  moment.	  The	  familial	  model	  of	  a	  Burkean	  polity,	  then,	  with	  its	  basis	  in	  affection,	  trust,	  paternal	  authority	  and	  provision,	  is	  dependent	  on	  particular	  gender	  relations,	  in	  which	  the	  figures	  of	  fathers,	  sons	  and	  brothers	  engage	  in	  the	  political	  work	  of	  ensuring	  that	  mothers	  and	  grandmothers,	  the	  elderly,	  the	  eunuchs	  and	  the	  dependents	  are	  provided	  for.	  A	  disregard	  for	  gendered	  codes	  of	  behaviour	  is,	  then,	  potentially	  catastrophic	  -­‐	  and	  not	  only	  for	  women.	  	  Feminist	  scholars	  of	  international	  relations	  have	  long	  remarked	  the	  litany	  of	  differential	  binary	  oppositions	  that	  litter	  the	  discipline	  (Thapar-­‐Björkert	  and	  Shepherd,	  2010:	  275;	  Campbell,	  1998:	  195-­‐205).	  Just	  as	  the	  masculine	  is	  privileged	  over	  the	  feminine,	  the	  public	  is	  given	  primacy	  over	  the	  private;	  universality	  and	  abstraction	  over	  the	  cultural,	  the	  local	  and	  the	  specific;	  spatial	  relations	  over	  temporal;	  morals	  over	  ethics	  (Gilligan,	  1990);	  rationality	  over	  sentiment.	  The	  former	  terms	  in	  each	  case	  are	  linked	  through	  their	  association	  with	  the	  public	  world	  of	  men,	  whereas	  the	  latter	  are	  feminised	  and	  confined	  to	  the	  private,	  domestic	  sphere.	  	  	  Whilst	  Burke’s	  thought	  is	  populated	  by	  the	  “figure	  of	  the	  lady	  in	  distress”	  (Zerilli,	  1994:	  60)	  in	  ways	  that	  are	  highly	  problematic	  for	  any	  present-­‐day	  feminist,	  we	  can	  nevertheless	  now	  see	  that	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  read	  his	  work	  as	  putting	  these	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binaries	  radically	  in	  doubt.	  Indeed,	  he	  suggests	  that	  culture,	  affection,	  care,	  ethics,	  and	  domestic	  and	  familial	  relations	  are	  constitutively	  important	  for	  the	  very	  possibility	  both	  of	  the	  nation	  and	  therefore	  the	  international.	  Burke’s	  writing	  -­‐	  so	  deeply	  rooted	  in	  the	  politics	  of	  his	  time	  -­‐	  alerts	  us	  that	  there	  is	  nothing	  inevitable	  about	  our	  gendered	  discursive	  economy.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  I	  suggest	  that	  it	  was	  recently	  forged	  along	  with	  other	  techniques	  of	  governing	  that	  sought	  to	  abstract	  politics	  from	  the	  day-­‐to-­‐day	  management	  of	  relationships	  and	  affective	  ties.	  Again,	  as	  I	  elaborate	  further	  in	  the	  next	  section,	  a	  relational	  ethic	  that	  values	  care	  and	  the	  emotions	  must	  operate	  with	  a	  different	  conception	  of	  time	  from	  the	  one	  to	  which	  we	  are	  accustomed:	  this	  is	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  in	  writing	  a	  genealogy	  of	  the	  teleological	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves.	  	  
History,	  Time	  and	  Preserving	  Continuity	  	  Inseparable	  from	  this	  idea	  of	  the	  political	  community	  as	  a	  set	  of	  pragmatic,	  familial	  relations	  is	  Burke’s	  sense	  of	  temporality,	  as	  underlined	  by	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  “ancientness”	  of	  the	  Oudh	  estate:	  he	  views	  the	  nation	  as	  “an	  idea	  of	  continuity,	  which	  extends	  in	  time	  as	  well	  as	  in	  numbers,	  and	  in	  space”	  and	  the	  relationships	  amongst	  the	  political	  community	  as	  a	  “partnership	  not	  only	  between	  those	  who	  are	  living,	  but	  between	  those	  who	  are	  living,	  those	  who	  are	  dead	  and	  those	  who	  are	  to	  be	  born”	  (quoted	  in	  Fidler	  and	  Welsh,	  1991:	  40-­‐41;	  see	  also	  Wilson,	  2008:	  33).	  Thus	  the	  guiding	  conception	  of	  time	  was	  one	  of	  continuity	  -­‐	  literally	  borne	  through	  the	  bodies	  of	  women	  -­‐	  in	  which	  accumulated	  wisdom,	  sensitivity	  to	  context	  and	  practical	  skill	  and	  experience,	  were	  of	  the	  highest	  importance	  (Fidler	  and	  Welsh,	  1991:	  11).	  This	  bears	  important	  similarities	  with	  Adam	  Smith,	  who,	  in	  his	  Theory	  of	  Moral	  Sentiments	  (Smith,	  2010),	  laid	  out	  a	  view	  of	  the	  political	  community	  as	  a	  complex,	  interconnected	  organism	  which	  functioned	  according	  to	  sentiment	  and	  affective	  ties	  (Rothschild,	  2001).	  	  	  The	  picture	  that	  emerges	  of	  the	  polity	  is	  a	  hierarchically	  constituted,	  complex,	  self-­‐regulating	  system	  held	  together	  by	  ties	  of	  reciprocity,	  mutual	  responsibility,	  loyalty	  and	  affection	  which	  had	  accumulated	  continuously	  over	  many	  years.	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Dramatic	  change,	  then,	  was	  dangerous	  because	  these	  relational	  processes	  by	  definition	  could	  not	  be	  thought	  up	  or	  contained	  within	  a	  single	  mind	  or	  moment,	  but	  rather	  were	  the	  emergent	  property	  of	  a	  set	  of	  temporal	  and	  spatial	  relations	  that	  exceeded	  any	  attempt	  to	  capture,	  codify	  or	  abstract	  them.	  This	  was,	  of	  course,	  the	  basis	  for	  Burke’s	  fierce	  opposition	  to	  the	  French	  Revolution	  (Fidler	  and	  Welsh,	  1991:	  29-­‐36):	  “Rage	  and	  phrenzy	  will	  pull	  down	  more	  in	  half	  an	  hour,	  than	  prudence,	  deliberation	  and	  foresight	  can	  build	  up	  in	  an	  hundred	  years”	  (quoted	  in	  ibid:	  30).	  As	  there	  could	  be	  no	  map,	  blueprint	  or	  set	  of	  rules	  that	  could	  encompass	  the	  complex	  practical	  wisdom	  built	  up	  over	  continuous	  time,	  once	  lost,	  they	  would	  be	  gone	  perhaps	  forever.	  	  	  For	  this	  reason,	  Burke	  is	  horrified	  by	  the	  idea	  that	  the	  British	  in	  India	  might	  be	  destroying	  ancient	  ways	  of	  doing	  things,	  customs	  and	  traditions	  that	  had	  evolved	  locally	  and	  were	  highly	  adapted	  to	  the	  environment	  and	  people	  who	  had	  produced,	  and	  been	  produced	  by,	  them	  (Burke,	  1991d:	  209).	  He	  was	  profoundly	  committed	  to	  the	  idea	  that	  political	  practice	  was	  a	  matter	  of	  local	  culture	  and	  had	  to	  be	  approached	  in	  all	  its	  specificity:	  “I	  could	  never	  conceive	  that	  the	  natives	  of	  
Hindostan	  and	  those	  of	  Virginia	  could	  be	  ordered	  in	  the	  same	  manner”	  (Burke,	  1991a:	  161).	  The	  problem	  of	  the	  cultural	  distance	  of	  the	  Company	  from	  those	  they	  are	  ruling	  is	  furthermore	  compounded	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  are	  not	  themselves	  a	  “nation”	  (Burke,	  1991d:	  211).	  The	  trouble	  with	  the	  Company	  is	  that:	  	  	   they	  are	  separated	  from	  the	  Country	  that	  sent	  them	  out	  and	  from	  the	  Country	  in	  which	  they	  are;	  […]	  there	  is	  no	  control	  by	  persons	  who	  understand	  their	  language,	  who	  understand	  their	  manners,	  or	  can	  apply	  their	  conduct	  to	  the	  Laws	  of	  the	  Country	  	  (ibid)	  	  Thus	  lacking	  in	  the	  appropriate	  relational	  and	  cultural	  ties,	  it	  is	  impossible	  for	  them	  to	  rule	  in	  an	  appropriately	  participatory	  and	  reciprocal	  manner.	  Culture	  -­‐	  understood	  as	  both	  language	  and	  ethical	  “manners”,	  as	  well	  as	  specific,	  not	  universal,	  “laws”,	  all	  of	  which	  are	  temporally	  constituted	  -­‐	  is	  what	  founds	  good	  government	  and	  enables	  the	  accountability	  of	  rulers.	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In	  late	  eighteenth	  century	  Britain,	  we	  have	  a	  very	  particular	  resolution	  of	  the	  city-­‐citizen	  and	  shepherd-­‐flock	  matrices	  of	  governing.	  Self-­‐government	  implies	  ongoing	  participation	  and	  mutual	  accountability	  and	  responsibility.	  	  The	  pastoral	  role	  of	  the	  ruler	  involves	  detailed	  narrative	  knowledge	  of	  the	  flock,	  which	  can	  only	  be	  obtained	  through	  an	  ethical	  investment	  in	  the	  maintenance	  of	  the	  relationships	  which	  constitute	  political	  life.	  This	  takes	  place	  in	  a	  framework	  in	  which	  the	  public	  and	  private,	  along	  with	  the	  rational	  and	  the	  sentimental,	  are	  indivisible	  and	  time	  is	  understood	  as	  a	  gradual	  and	  accretive	  process	  which	  facilitates	  the	  non-­‐subjective	  increase	  of	  wisdom.	  	  	  Modes	  of	  governing	  were	  changing	  in	  the	  first	  third	  of	  the	  nineteenth	  century	  in	  very	  important	  ways.	  This	  was	  the	  “Age	  of	  Reform”	  –	  often	  vaunted	  in	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  about	  the	  history	  of	  British	  institutions	  –	  which	  had	  already	  by	  1833	  seen	  Catholic	  emancipation,	  the	  abolition	  of	  the	  slave	  trade	  and	  the	  extension	  of	  the	  parliamentary	  franchise	  to	  every	  adult	  male	  who	  owned	  a	  house	  worth	  £10	  or	  more	  (Colley,	  2009:	  Chapter	  8),	  whilst	  In	  India,	  the	  burning	  of	  widows	  	  -­‐	  or	  sati	  -­‐	  had	  been	  formally	  abolished	  in	  1829	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  167).	  	  	  However,	  such	  reforms	  were	  an	  attempt	  to	  reconfigure	  complex	  relationships	  within	  the	  context	  of	  a	  present	  thought	  to	  be	  linked	  intimately	  with	  the	  past.	  	  The	  supporters	  of	  the	  1832	  Reform	  Act	  were	  not	  intending	  what	  might	  be	  perceived	  as	  a	  damaging	  break	  or	  rupture	  of	  the	  affective	  and	  temporal	  links	  that	  constituted	  the	  polity.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  attempts	  by	  Utilitarians,	  like	  Bentham,	  to	  codify	  the	  complex	  web	  of	  unwritten	  laws	  had	  long	  been	  marginalised	  and	  resisted	  (ibid:	  29-­‐35).	  	  	  Despite	  the	  fact	  that	  industrialisation,	  urbanisation,	  scientific	  discovery	  and	  Enlightenment	  philosophy	  were	  changing	  patterns	  of	  governing	  across	  Europe,	  Britain	  continued	  to	  function	  in	  ways	  that	  made	  it	  look	  almost	  ungovernable	  according	  to	  the	  rational	  principles	  becoming	  fashionable	  on	  continental	  Europe	  at	  the	  time	  (Hilton,	  2006).	  Foucault	  puts	  it	  like	  this:	  	   In	  the	  seventeenth	  and	  eighteenth	  centuries	  [in	  France],	  ‘police’	  signified	  a	  program	  of	  government	  rationality.	  This	  can	  be	  characterised	  as	  a	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project	  to	  create	  a	  system	  of	  regulation	  of	  the	  general	  conduct	  of	  individuals	  whereby	  everything	  would	  be	  controlled	  to	  the	  point	  of	  self-­‐sustenance,	  without	  the	  need	  for	  intervention.	  This	  is	  the	  rather	  typically	  French	  effort	  of	  policing.	  The	  English,	  for	  a	  number	  of	  reasons,	  did	  not	  develop	  a	  comparable	  system,	  mainly	  because	  of	  the	  parliamentary	  system	  on	  one	  hand,	  and	  the	  tradition	  of	  local,	  communal	  authority	  on	  the	  other,	  not	  to	  mention	  the	  religious	  system.	  (Foucault,	  1991c:	  241)	  	  However,	  it	  was	  the	  experience	  of	  governing	  India	  that	  would,	  in	  important	  ways,	  change	  much	  of	  that	  (Wilson,	  2008).	  	  	  
Uncertainty,	  Abstraction	  and	  the	  Machinery	  of	  Government	  	  The	  assumptions	  of	  how	  to	  rule	  in	  Britain	  were	  in	  some	  respects	  translated	  to	  the	  business	  of	  governing	  in	  India,	  at	  least	  at	  first.	  There	  was	  never	  any	  question,	  in	  the	  eighteenth	  century,	  as	  the	  Company	  gained	  ever	  more	  political	  power	  through	  battles	  and	  treaties:	  the	  local	  population	  should	  be	  ruled	  according	  to	  “ancient	  customs	  and	  usages	  of	  the	  country”	  including	  the	  “ancient	  Mughal	  constitution”	  (ibid:	  51-­‐52).	  	  	  What	  these	  laws	  concretely	  were	  was	  not	  a	  matter	  of	  particular	  interest	  for	  Company	  servants,	  so	  long	  as	  they	  could	  be	  established	  and	  enforced.	  The	  important	  thing	  -­‐	  for	  the	  Company	  as	  much	  as	  for	  Edmund	  Burke	  -­‐	  was	  to	  rule	  legitimately	  through	  the	  institutions	  that	  constituted	  a	  link	  to	  the	  past	  and	  not	  to	  allow	  invasion	  and	  conquest	  to	  rupture	  the	  delicate	  web	  of	  continuity	  that	  held	  the	  polity	  together	  (ibid).	  Thus,	  in	  the	  late	  eighteenth	  century,	  Company	  servants	  were	  writing	  long	  explanations	  in	  prose	  to	  substantiate	  and	  explain	  their	  decisions	  and	  actions,	  making	  reference	  to	  historical	  precedent	  and	  the	  advice	  of	  local	  judges	  and	  scholars.	  	  	  By	  the	  1830s,	  however,	  there	  had	  been	  a	  very	  significant	  change.	  By	  now,	  Company	  servants	  were	  filling	  in	  forms.	  This	  process	  required	  them	  to	  categorise	  local	  inhabitants	  according	  to	  a	  restricted	  number	  of	  general	  categories	  (ibid:	  129).	  India	  experienced	  bureaucratic	  governmentality	  for	  the	  first	  time.	  This	  was	  not	  because	  it	  had	  been	  imported	  wholesale	  and	  fully-­‐formed	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by	  a	  foreign	  force:	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  governing	  at	  home	  was	  a	  question	  of	  narrative,	  precedent	  and	  judgement	  based	  on	  specific	  pastoral	  knowledge	  built	  up	  over	  time.	  Rather,	  it	  became	  necessary	  because	  of	  the	  discursive	  encounter	  of	  the	  British	  with	  the	  particular	  challenges	  and	  puzzles	  thrown	  up	  by	  the	  novelty	  of	  colonial	  rule	  (ibid).	  	  	  The	  difficulty	  involved	  in	  governing	  India	  was	  a	  very	  practical	  one.	  Company	  servants	  working	  in	  courts	  and	  revenue	  offices	  simply	  did	  not	  know	  what	  the	  laws	  and	  customs	  of	  the	  land	  were	  that	  they	  were	  required	  to	  uphold.	  	  Jon	  Wilson’s	  archival	  work	  -­‐	  using	  documents	  from	  the	  courts	  of	  late	  eighteenth	  century	  Bengal	  -­‐	  describes	  trials	  that	  dragged	  on	  for	  years	  in	  the	  attempt	  to	  establish	  who	  owned	  what	  and	  just	  what	  local	  custom	  ought	  to	  dictate.	  Local	  leaders	  and	  lawyers	  	  -­‐	  not	  unaware	  of	  the	  opportunities	  opened	  up	  by	  British	  uncertainty	  -­‐	  gave	  conflicting	  opinions	  on	  the	  correct	  course	  of	  action	  (ibid:	  83-­‐91).	  This	  was	  taken	  by	  Company	  servants	  to	  be	  evidence	  of	  “despotism”	  in	  India,	  a	  term	  connoting	  arbitrary	  and	  uncertain	  governance.	  This	  was	  taken	  to	  reflect	  particularly	  badly	  on	  the	  character	  of	  the	  Indians	  who	  interacted	  with	  Company	  servants,	  who	  were	  understood	  to	  be	  lacking	  in	  the	  “public	  virtue”	  and	  “honour”	  that	  would	  enable	  the	  proper	  management	  of	  the	  community	  (ibid:	  65).	  	  	  This	  characterisation	  is	  only	  comprehensible	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  particular	  resolution	  of	  governance	  that	  was	  current	  in	  late	  eighteenth	  century	  Britain,	  with	  its	  emphasis	  on	  relationship	  management	  as	  politics.	  The	  perceived	  incomprehensibility	  of	  local	  manners	  and	  behaviour	  led	  to	  the	  conclusion	  that	  local	  governance	  was	  devastatingly	  poor:	  “[f]or	  most	  Britons	  [as	  for	  Company	  servants	  in	  1780s	  Bengal],	  the	  word	  ‘despotism’	  simply	  conjured	  up	  an	  image	  of	  a	  society	  so	  disorganised	  it	  was	  almost	  impossible	  to	  think	  about	  how	  it	  was	  able	  to	  exist	  at	  all”	  (ibid).	  	  	  Attempts	  to	  manage	  this	  uncertainty	  began	  with	  tentative	  attempts	  to	  write	  down	  and	  enforce	  a	  set	  of	  strict	  principles,	  such	  as	  the	  “permanent	  settlement”	  to	  introduce	  stable,	  heritable	  property	  rights	  and	  fix	  rent	  revenues	  implemented	  by	  the	  Marquis	  of	  Cornwallis	  in	  1793.	  This	  system	  was	  understood	  to	  be	  abstract	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and	  generalisable	  enough	  that	  it	  could	  be	  transferred	  to	  Madras	  and	  Benares	  without	  making	  any	  allowances	  for	  local	  circumstances.	  This	  bespeaks	  a	  genuinely	  novel	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  property,	  which	  would	  have	  been	  quite	  alien	  to	  the	  Burkean	  conception	  of	  ownership	  as	  constitutive	  of	  political	  relations,	  inseparable	  from	  the	  specificities	  of	  local	  context	  and	  affective	  relations.	  The	  new	  “Bengal	  system”,	  then,	  constitutes	  a	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  a	  fully	  formed,	  private	  economic	  sphere	  that	  is	  distinct	  from	  the	  public	  practices	  of	  governing,	  creating	  the	  autonomous,	  contracting	  homo	  economicus	  of	  liberal	  governmentality	  perhaps	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  the	  British	  Empire.	  Note,	  too	  that	  the	  development	  of	  this	  abstract	  system	  of	  rules	  and	  a	  separate	  public	  sphere	  in	  which	  they	  apply	  emerges	  not	  as	  a	  deduction	  from	  rational	  first	  principles,	  but	  rather	  as	  an	  entirely	  pragmatic	  response	  to	  the	  challenge	  of	  working	  out	  who	  owned	  what	  in	  an	  unfamiliar	  terrain	  (ibid:	  69-­‐74).	  	  	  Around	  the	  same	  time,	  the	  usefulness	  of	  abstract	  rules	  and	  categories	  extended	  into	  a	  movement	  to	  write	  down	  and	  translate	  local	  codes	  of	  law	  into	  English,	  so	  that	  there	  would	  be	  some	  steady	  point	  of	  reference	  for	  decision-­‐making.	  However,	  these	  Indian	  texts	  did	  not	  offer	  a	  codified	  set	  of	  rules,	  but	  rather	  elaborated	  the	  practices	  and	  principles	  “created	  by	  the	  active	  participation	  in	  a	  sphere	  of	  customary	  activity	  outside	  the	  court”	  (ibid:	  83),	  which	  might	  and	  did	  vary	  greatly	  from	  place	  to	  place.	  As	  such,	  these	  sorts	  of	  texts	  were	  of	  little	  practical	  use	  in	  dispute	  resolution	  since,	  “if	  an	  official	  was	  able	  to	  trust	  the	  logic	  of	  Bengali	  jurisprudence	  [which	  involved	  a	  particular	  style	  of	  reasoning,	  rather	  than	  an	  abstract	  set	  of	  rules]	  well	  enough	  to	  make	  sense	  of	  the	  text,	  he	  would	  have	  no	  need	  for	  the	  work	  in	  the	  first	  place”	  (ibid).	  	  	  The	  frustration	  and	  uncertainty	  of	  being	  unable	  to	  make	  enough	  sense	  of	  India	  to	  be	  able	  to	  govern	  leads	  by	  the	  1820s	  to	  sets	  of	  pithy	  rules	  being	  written	  down	  by	  William	  Hay	  MacNaghten	  in	  his	  Principles	  and	  Precedents	  of	  Mahometan	  Law	  and	  
Principles	  and	  Precedents	  of	  Hindoo	  Law,	  published	  in	  1825	  and	  1827	  respectively	  (ibid:	  96).	  As	  the	  author	  of	  these	  works	  was	  well	  aware,	  he	  was	  not	  merely	  writing	  down	  pre-­‐existing	  rules,	  but	  rather	  creating	  for	  the	  first	  time	  
anywhere	  in	  the	  British	  Empire	  (including	  Britain	  itself)	  a	  body	  of	  positive,	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abstract,	  textual	  laws	  that	  were	  expected	  to	  govern	  the	  conduct	  of	  an	  entire	  population	  (ibid:	  97).	  	  The	  new	  ways	  of	  ruling	  that	  came	  to	  prominence	  in	  India,	  then,	  included	  the	  use	  of	  abstract	  rules,	  the	  delineation	  of	  categories	  of	  people,	  the	  separation	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  and	  the	  introduction	  of	  a	  disinterested,	  rational	  system	  of	  decision-­‐making	  in	  which	  personal	  ties	  were	  less	  important	  than	  general	  principles.	  A	  form	  of	  rule	  was	  instantiated	  in	  which	  the	  state	  took	  on	  the	  pastoral	  role	  of	  the	  disinterested	  shepherd	  who	  knows	  the	  flock	  not	  according	  to	  a	  sentimental	  or	  narrative	  relationship	  with	  each,	  but	  rather	  according	  to	  the	  categorisations	  and	  statistics	  that	  are	  the	  indispensable	  science	  of	  modern	  governmentality.	  	  	  Governing	  began	  to	  be	  perceived	  less	  as	  the	  skilled	  exercise	  of	  wisdom	  in	  the	  management	  of	  relationships	  and	  more	  like	  the	  running	  of	  a	  machine,	  in	  keeping	  with	  changing	  times	  and	  the	  innovative	  new	  inventions	  that	  emerged	  from	  the	  Industrial	  Revolution.	  However,	  such	  perceptions	  did	  not	  emerge	  fully-­‐formed	  out	  of	  progressive,	  rational	  reflection	  in	  domestic	  institutions,	  but	  were	  rather	  the	  product	  of	  perplexity	  and	  attempts	  to	  deal	  with	  what	  was	  perceived	  as	  chaos	  in	  colonial	  India.	  In	  a	  strange	  environment	  where	  the	  assumptions,	  mutual	  obligations	  and	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  understandings	  no	  longer	  necessarily	  held,	  governing	  turned	  out	  to	  pose	  profound	  epistemological	  problems,	  as	  expressed	  by	  Thomas	  Babington	  Macaulay	  when	  he	  describes	  the	  experience	  of	  governing	  India	  as	  one	  of	  “walking	  in	  darkness”	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  It	  was	  the	  encounter	  of	  Company	  servants	  with	  a	  polity	  who	  did	  not	  resemble	  them,	  with	  whom	  they	  felt	  no	  long	  historical	  associations	  or	  ties	  and	  with	  whom	  they	  shared	  little	  mutual	  understanding,	  that	  changed	  ideas	  about	  ruling	  and	  about	  time.	  	  	  	  As	  Wilson	  argues,	  although	  the	  changes	  in	  Indian	  government	  around	  this	  period	  have	  been	  read	  as	  influenced	  by	  Utilitarian	  thought	  propounded	  by	  Jeremy	  Bentham	  and	  James	  Mill	  (see	  Stokes,	  1959;	  Said,	  1995:	  214-­‐215),	  the	  growing	  abstraction,	  rationalisation	  and	  codification	  in	  India	  precedes	  the	  influence	  of	  Utilitarianism	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  136).	  This	  is	  not	  to	  deny	  the	  importance	  of	  Mill’s	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work	  on	  India,	  but	  rather	  to	  suggest	  that	  theory	  and	  practice	  inform	  one	  another	  in	  complex	  ways.	  Mill’s	  prescriptions	  for	  India	  and	  for	  Britain	  were	  at	  least	  in	  part	  based	  on	  his	  reading	  about	  the	  difficulties	  faced	  and	  the	  practical	  muddling-­‐through	  that	  had	  been	  exemplified	  by	  Company	  servants	  in	  India,	  whilst	  also	  laying	  down	  an	  intellectual	  rationale	  for	  them.	  	  
Utilitarian	  Codes	  	  James	  Mill’s	  History	  of	  British	  India	  -­‐	  first	  published	  in	  1818	  and	  still	  in	  print	  -­‐	  is	  perhaps	  the	  most	  important	  source	  on	  colonial	  Utilitarian	  thinking.	  It	  would	  lead	  to	  the	  author’s	  appointment	  as	  examiner	  of	  correspondence	  at	  the	  Company	  (ibid),	  would	  function	  as	  a	  textbook	  at	  Haileybury	  -­‐	  the	  	  college	  for	  future	  Company	  servants	  (Gilmour,	  2007:	  13)	  -­‐	  and	  was	  described	  by	  Macaulay,	  no	  great	  admirer	  of	  Mill’s	  thought	  in	  general,	  as	  “the	  greatest	  historical	  work	  that	  has	  appeared	  in	  our	  language	  since	  that	  of	  Gibbon”	  (1833).	  It	  is	  important	  because,	  in	  synthesising	  the	  problems	  of	  governing	  India	  and	  the	  abstract	  solutions	  that	  had	  been	  proposed	  for	  them	  in	  this	  influential	  text,	  he	  elaborates	  a	  theoretical	  account	  of	  the	  concrete	  governing	  practices	  we	  saw	  above.	  Thus,	  the	  ad	  hoc	  muddling	  through	  of	  administrators	  becomes	  a	  generalised	  prescription	  about	  how	  to	  govern	  that	  is	  understood	  (by	  Mill)	  to	  be	  universally	  applicable.	  	  Although	  the	  book	  has	  been	  looked	  at	  askance	  both	  at	  the	  time	  (Rickards,	  1829:	  9)	  and	  since	  (see	  Horace	  Wilson’s	  preface	  from	  1858	  in	  Mill,	  1858:	  iii;	  and	  Stokes,	  1959:	  53)	  because	  its	  author	  never	  visited	  India	  or	  studied	  any	  Indian	  languages,	  it	  is	  very	  important	  to	  note	  that	  Mill	  himself	  viewed	  this	  “disinterestedness”	  as	  a	  virtue	  of	  his	  work	  (Mill,	  1858).	  He	  believed	  that	  India	  was	  so	  confused,	  disorganised	  and	  chaotic	  that	  it	  was	  impossible	  to	  grasp	  or	  represent	  it	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  pure	  experience,	  which	  on	  the	  contrary	  could	  only	  confound.	  He	  quotes	  from	  Cornwallis’s	  one-­‐time	  close	  colleague,	  later	  Governor	  General,	  Lord	  Teignmouth’s	  minute	  from	  Bengal	  in	  1798,	  who	  suggests	  that	  in	  India:	  “true	  information	  is	  often	  procured	  with	  difficulty,	  because	  it	  is	  too	  often	  derived	  from	  mere	  practice,	  instead	  of	  being	  deduced	  from	  fixed	  principles”	  (Mill,	  1858:	  	  vol.	  1,	  xxix;	  Wilson,	  2008:	  137).	  The	  proper	  response	  to	  the	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intractable	  difficulties	  of	  knowing	  India,	  according	  to	  Mill,	  then,	  was	  not	  to	  work	  inductively,	  trying	  to	  generate	  knowledge	  from	  practical	  experience,	  but	  rather	  to	  try	  to	  develop,	  from	  “numerous	  and	  scattered	  sources,	  the	  information	  necessary	  to	  convey	  correct	  and	  adequate	  ideas”	  (Mill,	  1858:	  1).	  	  	  It	  was	  only	  the	  development	  of	  a	  schema	  of	  concepts	  and	  ideas	  that	  could	  be	  abstracted	  from	  practice	  that	  would	  enable	  some	  of	  this	  confusion	  to	  be	  mastered,	  and	  India	  to	  be	  governed.	  Thus,	  whilst	  thirty	  years	  earlier	  the	  “despotism”	  of	  India	  was	  attributed	  to	  a	  lack	  of	  well-­‐organised	  relational	  ties	  and	  a	  failure	  of	  character	  and	  honour,	  for	  Mill,	  India	  is	  “barbaric”	  because	  the	  law	  is	  “unwritten”,	  “capricious”	  and	  “vague	  and	  indefinite”	  (ibid:	  147,	  286):	  the	  key	  problem	  is	  that	  India	  lacks	  rationality	  and	  a	  system	  of	  general	  and	  abstract	  rules	  and	  norms.	  	  What	  is	  particularly	  important	  for	  my	  purpose	  here	  is	  to	  note	  how	  governance	  in	  India	  has	  been	  re-­‐problematised	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  an	  entirely	  different	  reading	  of	  history.	  	  Rather	  than	  attempting	  to	  discern	  the	  customs	  and	  traditions	  from	  the	  past	  in	  order	  to	  manage	  the	  present,	  Mill	  wants	  to	  make	  a	  ruptural	  break	  with	  the	  past.	  He	  did	  not	  elaborate	  a	  theory	  of	  civilisation	  that	  understood	  history	  as	  evolution	  towards	  civilisation.	  Rather,	  he	  viewed	  societies	  on	  a	  more	  or	  less	  binary	  schema	  as	  either	  “civilised”	  or	  “barbarous”,	  with	  Britain	  -­‐	  by	  virtue	  of	  its	  uncodified	  laws	  -­‐	  occupying	  a	  rather	  ambiguous	  position	  between	  the	  two	  (Pitts,	  2005:	  129).	  In	  order	  to	  contain	  the	  barbarity,	  a	  single,	  heroic	  effort	  of	  law-­‐making	  was	  required	  by	  which	  a	  rational	  mind	  could	  draw	  a	  line	  under	  the	  past	  and	  provide	  a	  full,	  precise	  and	  rational	  codification	  of	  the	  Indian	  legal	  system	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  140;	  Pitts,	  2005:	  128).	  	  	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say,	  however,	  that	  even	  Mill	  hoped	  to	  impose	  European	  practices	  wholesale	  into	  India;	  rather	  the	  codification	  of	  Indian	  law	  would	  provide	  a	  rupture	  with	  the	  corrupt	  practices	  of	  the	  present,	  but	  would	  take	  as	  its	  basis	  local	  rules	  and	  principles	  that	  could	  be	  tidied	  up	  and	  made	  into	  a	  logical	  and	  consistent	  body	  of	  positive	  law.	  The	  paradox	  was	  that	  just	  as	  his	  “numerous	  and	  scattered	  sources”	  were	  of	  course	  second-­‐hand	  writings	  of	  those	  who	  had	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obtained	  inductive	  knowledge	  of	  India	  through	  first-­‐hand	  experience,	  so	  every	  attempt	  to	  produce	  a	  code	  of	  Indian	  law	  would	  refer	  back	  to	  Indian	  practice.	  	  	  Thus	  an	  impulse	  towards	  rational	  abstraction	  was	  not	  itself	  the	  consequence	  of	  logical	  deduction,	  but	  rather	  the	  result	  of	  entirely	  inductive,	  rooted	  and	  contingent	  negotiations	  with	  the	  difficulties	  of	  the	  present.	  Mill’s	  solution	  and	  the	  locally	  specific	  variations	  on	  it	  that	  emerged	  derived	  from,	  as	  well	  as	  feeding	  back	  into,	  the	  anxious	  and	  tentative	  response	  by	  Lord	  Teignmouth	  and	  others	  in	  Bengal	  who	  first	  attempted	  to	  manage	  uncertainty	  by	  establishing	  and	  writing	  down	  some	  principles	  according	  to	  which	  it	  would	  be	  possible	  to	  proceed	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  57-­‐63,	  136).	  	  
The	  1833	  Charter	  Act	  	  In	  the	  context	  of	  this	  wide-­‐ranging	  attention	  to	  the	  proper	  practices	  of	  good	  government,	  public	  attention	  was	  drawn	  to	  the	  East	  India	  Company’s	  anomalous	  position	  as	  both	  commercial	  trading	  company	  and	  the	  de	  facto	  ruler	  and	  sovereign	  of	  British	  India,	  which	  began	  to	  appear	  increasingly	  troublesome	  beyond	  those	  with	  a	  direct	  interest	  in	  free	  trade.	  When	  its	  Charter	  came	  up	  for	  renewal	  in	  1833,	  it	  was	  ripe	  as	  the	  next	  target	  for	  reform.	  	  	  The	  1833	  Government	  of	  India	  Act,	  known	  as	  the	  Charter	  Act,	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1833),	  then,	  not	  only	  finally	  ended	  the	  Company’s	  right	  to	  trade	  by	  abolishing	  its	  monopoly	  on	  Chinese	  imports	  of	  tea,	  it	  also	  created	  what	  Henry	  Tucker	  -­‐	  member	  of	  the	  Court	  of	  Directors	  and	  future	  Chair	  -­‐	  called	  a	  “new	  constitution	  for	  India”	  (quoted	  in	  Wilson,	  2008:	  149).	  From	  now	  on,	  the	  sovereign	  power	  of	  India	  would	  formally	  reside	  in	  the	  British	  Parliament,	  ending	  the	  nominal	  authority	  of	  the	  Mughal	  Emperor,	  and	  would	  be	  delegated	  to	  a	  unitary	  Legislative	  Council,	  which	  would	  have	  powers	  over	  all	  India	  (ibid).	  This	  appears,	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it,	  to	  be	  a	  triumph	  for	  Mill	  and	  his	  advocacy	  of	  a	  single	  set	  of	  laws	  devised	  by	  an	  efficient	  legislature	  that	  would	  break	  dramatically	  with	  the	  confusion	  and	  uncertainty	  of	  the	  present.	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Despite	  his	  low	  opinion	  of	  India,	  however,	  it	  seems	  surprising	  that	  Mill	  doesn’t	  at	  least	  devote	  a	  little	  time	  or	  space	  to	  discussing	  why	  India	  can’t	  be	  given	  representative	  institutions:	  at	  a	  House	  of	  Commons	  select	  committee	  in	  1832	  he	  is	  asked	  whether	  he	  considers	  “representation	  as	  entirely	  out	  of	  the	  question”,	  and	  he	  simply	  replies	  “I	  conceive	  wholly	  so”,	  without	  any	  further	  explanation	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1831d).	  	  	  Yet	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  question	  is	  asked	  at	  all	  suggests	  that	  his	  answer	  is	  not	  self-­‐evident.	  Mill	  famously	  believed	  that	  representative	  government	  was,	  “the	  grand	  discovery	  of	  our	  times	  [in	  which]	  the	  solution	  of	  all	  difficulties,	  both	  speculative	  and	  practical	  would	  be	  found”	  (quoted	  in	  Held,	  1996:	  119).	  Alongside	  his	  close	  friend,	  Jeremy	  Bentham,	  he	  viewed	  it	  as	  a	  machine-­‐like	  technology	  that	  would	  solve	  the	  problems	  of	  governance,	  as	  the	  panopticon	  would	  solve	  the	  problem	  of	  crime	  and	  punishment.	  Yet	  he	  doesn’t	  even	  want	  the	  English	  people	  represented	  on	  the	  legislative	  body	  of	  India,	  in	  the	  guise	  of	  a	  councillor	  appointed	  by	  Parliament	  rather	  than	  the	  Company.	  	  	  In	  his	  desire	  for	  machine-­‐like	  efficiency,	  it	  is	  happiness,	  rather	  than	  liberty	  -­‐	  the	  shepherd-­‐flock,	  rather	  than	  the	  city-­‐citizen,	  matrix	  	  -­‐	  that	  matters	  for	  Mill	  (Stokes,	  1959:	  184,	  64).	  	  Nevertheless,	  that	  is	  not	  the	  end	  of	  the	  story.	  The	  profound	  impact	  that	  these	  changes	  made	  on	  Indian	  society	  and	  its	  impact	  on	  the	  future	  of	  Pakistan	  will	  be	  explored	  in	  Chapter	  5.	  For	  now,	  though,	  we	  need	  to	  account	  for	  how	  teleological	  ideas	  about	  progress	  and	  civilisation	  emerge	  from	  the	  clashing	  temporalities	  	  -­‐	  schematically	  described	  here	  as	  Burke’s	  organic	  and	  Mill’s	  mechanical	  time	  -­‐	  that	  by	  the	  early	  nineteenth	  century	  were	  informing	  ideas	  about	  how	  to	  govern	  both	  in	  Britain	  and	  India.	  	  
Teleology	  and	  Reform	  	  The	  1833	  Charter	  Act	  did	  indeed	  establish	  a	  unitary	  legislative	  authority	  in	  India	  that,	  it	  was	  hoped,	  would	  provide	  a	  single	  legitimate	  source	  of	  generalised,	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abstract	  law.	  The	  hopes	  of	  both	  Mill	  and	  Thomas	  Babington	  Macaulay,	  who	  led	  the	  first	  commission	  to	  codify	  the	  law	  in	  India,	  were	  that	  India	  could	  now	  be	  governed	  according	  to	  rational	  principles,	  rather	  than	  the	  capricious,	  arbitrary	  will	  of	  the	  Oriental	  despot	  (Kolsky,	  2005:	  652).	  	  This	  radically	  new	  resolution	  of	  the	  city-­‐citzen/shepherd-­‐flock	  problematic	  -­‐	  in	  which	  the	  role	  of	  the	  shepherd	  is	  emphatically	  enshrined	  and	  the	  participatory	  practices	  of	  the	  city-­‐citizen	  tradition	  marginalised	  -­‐	  was	  for	  many	  in	  Britain	  deeply	  alien	  to	  the	  prevailing	  understandings	  of	  how	  a	  society	  should	  be	  governed.	  The	  ways	  in	  which	  it	  was	  reconciled	  with	  governing	  practices	  at	  home	  rebounded	  in	  important	  ways	  on	  British	  modes	  of	  thinking	  about	  how	  to	  govern.	  	  James	  Mill’s	  advocacy	  of	  a	  fully	  codified	  legal	  system	  for	  India	  has	  rightly	  been	  read	  as	  much	  as	  a	  critique	  of	  British	  governance	  as	  it	  was	  of	  India’s	  (Majeed,	  1992).	  Drawing	  attention	  to	  attempts	  to	  contain	  the	  “barbarism”	  of	  governing	  practices	  elsewhere,	  he	  deliberately	  and	  inevitably	  drew	  attention	  to	  the	  perceived	  deficiencies	  of	  government	  at	  home,	  where	  there	  was	  an	  equal	  dearth	  of	  codified	  law.	  	  	  However,	  the	  critique	  of	  British	  institutions	  was	  not	  necessarily	  shared	  by	  the	  majority	  of	  reformers,	  who	  were	  proud	  of	  British	  institutions	  and	  modes	  of	  governance,	  and	  keen	  to	  retain	  the	  links	  with	  the	  past	  that	  constituted	  the	  imagined	  community.	  Unlike	  Mill,	  they	  discerned	  a	  troubling	  tension	  between	  the	  “free	  government”	  enjoyed	  in	  Britain	  -­‐	  with	  its	  representative	  institutions	  and	  traditions	  of	  widespread	  participation	  -­‐	  and	  the	  “good	  government”	  to	  be	  instituted	  in	  India	  -­‐	  with	  abstract	  rules	  and	  a	  centralised,	  unified	  government	  .	  This	  final	  section	  shows	  how	  they	  resolved	  this	  tension	  by	  tacking	  between	  the	  two	  conceptions	  of	  time	  that	  came	  with	  these	  different	  modes	  of	  government.	  A	  precarious	  combination	  of	  the	  delicately	  continuous,	  accumulative	  time	  of	  the	  Burkean	  polity,	  and	  the	  once-­‐and-­‐for-­‐all	  rupture	  of	  Mill’s	  end	  to	  barbarism,	  gave	  rise	  to	  a	  specific	  teleology	  that	  prefigures	  present-­‐day	  practices	  of	  temporal	  othering.	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The	  negotiations	  and	  debate	  which	  preceded	  the	  new	  Charter	  were	  bound	  up	  in	  Britain’s	  sense	  of	  its	  own	  identity	  and	  place	  in	  the	  world,	  articulated	  through	  its	  supposed	  superior	  and	  benevolent	  governing	  practices.	  The	  Company’s	  General	  Court,	  for	  example,	  were	  at	  pains	  regularly	  to	  stress:	  	  	   their	  anxious	  wish	  to	  concur	  with	  His	  Majesty’s	  Government	  and	  with	  Parliament,	  in	  every	  way	  in	  their	  power,	  to	  promote	  the	  welfare,	  prosperity	  and	  happiness	  of	  the	  Natives	  in	  India,	  alike	  important	  to	  the	  cause	  of	  humanity	  as	  to	  the	  power	  and	  to	  the	  commerce	  of	  Britain	  (India	  Office,	  1833a:	  8)	  	  Similarly,	  Charles	  Grant	  of	  the	  Government’s	  Board	  of	  India	  stated	  that:	  	  	   the	  establishment	  of	  a	  just	  and	  benignant	  system	  of	  administration	  over	  the	  territories	  of	  British	  India,	  an	  object	  of	  the	  last	  moment	  to	  the	  nations	  who	  inhabit	  them,	  is,	  at	  the	  same	  time,	  not	  only	  most	  important	  to	  our	  national	  honour,	  but	  must,	  in	  several	  views,	  reflect	  back	  on	  us	  the	  benefits	  which	  we	  bestow	  (India	  Office,	  1833c:	  11).	  	  	  It	  is	  notable	  that	  these	  statements	  appear	  in	  confidential	  documents	  that	  were	  not	  for	  public	  consumption.	  These	  arguments,	  then,	  are	  not	  merely	  rhetorical	  devices	  to	  appease	  a	  critical	  public,	  but	  rather	  integral	  to	  the	  discourses	  employed	  by	  powerful	  men	  at	  the	  time:	  what	  counted	  as	  a	  good	  argument	  for	  these	  men	  debating	  over	  the	  future	  of	  millions	  of	  people	  thousands	  of	  miles	  away,	  was	  expressed	  in	  terms	  of	  national	  values	  and	  purposes.	  (see	  Campbell,	  1998:	  484).	  	  The	  moral	  superiority	  of	  British	  governing,	  then,	  is	  already	  seen	  as	  a	  crucial	  element	  of	  British	  identity.	  It	  also,	  in	  the	  context	  of	  Empire,	  enables	  an	  authentically	  British	  identity	  to	  be	  differentiated	  from	  a	  “native	  subject”.	  	  This	  discourse	  of	  good	  government	  and	  national	  pride	  is	  echoed	  in	  Macaulay’s	  speech	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  Bill	  in	  Parliament:	  “I	  compare	  [the	  government	  of	  India]	  with	  the	  government	  of	  the	  Roman	  provinces,	  with	  the	  government	  of	  the	  Spanish	  colonies;	  and	  I	  am	  proud	  of	  my	  country	  and	  my	  age”	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  Here	  we	  see	  the	  legitimation	  of	  a	  particular	  British	  practice	  of	  governing	  as	  integral	  to	  national	  identity	  and	  standing.	  Note	  also	  that	  here	  we	  have	  another	  example	  of	  temporal	  othering:	  British	  modes	  of	  governing	  now,	  as	  they	  have	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(organically?)	  emerged	  over	  time,	  are	  superior	  to	  the	  civilisations	  of	  the	  past.	  In	  linking	  “my	  country	  and	  my	  age,”	  Macaulay	  is	  explicitly	  noting	  that	  he	  believes	  that,	  with	  the	  passage	  of	  time	  and	  the	  accretion	  of	  wisdom,	  contemporary	  civilisations	  have	  gone	  beyond	  what	  was	  to	  be	  expected	  in	  the	  past:	  even	  Ancient	  Rome.	  	  Given	  the	  pride	  taken	  in	  British	  forms	  of	  rule,	  it	  is	  surprising	  that	  more	  serious	  consideration	  was	  not	  given	  to	  the	  establishment	  of	  some	  form	  of	  genuinely	  representative	  institution	  in	  India	  on	  the	  British	  model.	  In	  order	  to	  understand	  the	  specific	  mode	  of	  temporal	  othering	  that	  is	  emerging	  here,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  explore	  why	  not.	  	  	  It	  is	  not	  that	  the	  idea	  never	  presented	  itself.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  it	  was	  very	  much	  one	  of	  the	  alternatives	  on	  the	  table	  at	  the	  time,	  although	  this	  “counter-­‐knowledge”	  has	  now	  been	  largely	  forgotten.	  Robert	  Rickards	  -­‐	  a	  liberal	  reformer	  who	  published	  a	  series	  of	  popular	  pamphlets	  on	  India	  following	  his	  long	  residence	  in	  the	  subcontinent	  -­‐	  gave	  lengthy	  evidence	  to	  the	  Select	  Committees	  in	  which	  he	  condemned	  the	  lack	  of	  engagement	  between	  government	  and	  Indian	  people,	  laying	  out	  proposals	  for	  the	  establishment	  of	  “native	  councils”	  at	  the	  various	  presidencies:	  	   What	  I	  consider	  of	  paramount	  importance,	  the	  appointment	  of	  a	  permanent	  native	  council	  or	  committee,	  either	  with	  or	  without	  a	  European	  president,	  to	  revise	  and	  amend,	  alter	  or	  repeal,	  existing	  laws	  and	  to	  assist	  in	  the	  formation	  of	  new	  ones,	  and	  to	  watch	  with	  unceasing	  vigilance	  such	  as	  may	  be	  consequently	  confirmed	  so	  as	  to	  be	  able	  to	  report	  to	  government,	  as	  the	  superior	  legislative	  authority,	  such	  amendments,	  modifications,	  or	  repeals,	  as	  circumstances	  shall	  appear	  to	  render	  expedient	  or	  necessary.	  The	  power	  of	  originating	  laws	  should	  also	  be	  extended	  to	  this	  committee	  or	  council,	  who	  would	  submit	  the	  same	  to	  the	  government	  for	  confirmation;	  and	  no	  new	  law	  should	  be	  put	  in	  force	  that	  had	  not	  received	  the	  approbation	  of	  the	  said	  committee.	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1830a:	  277)	  	  This,	  for	  Rickards,	  is	  the	  optimal	  solution	  for	  solving	  the	  vexing	  epistemological	  problems	  faced	  by	  India:	  mirroring	  Macaulay’s	  remarks	  on	  the	  problem	  of	  knowing	  India,	  he	  suggests	  that,	  “without	  it	  we	  shall	  still	  be	  wandering	  in	  the	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dark	  in	  India”	  (ibid:	  278).	  Whilst	  there	  is	  obviously	  no	  suggestion	  here	  of	  elections	  or	  genuinely	  popular	  participation,	  and	  the	  (British)	  government	  would	  still	  hold	  ultimate	  sovereignty,	  this	  proposal	  is	  quite	  clearly	  informed	  by	  a	  sense	  that	  local	  people	  and	  their	  knowledge	  can	  be	  represented	  by	  means	  of	  a	  law-­‐making	  institution.	  	  	  Less	  “visionary”	  (ibid)	  is	  Sir	  Henry	  Tucker,	  who	  had	  also	  lived	  in	  India	  for	  many	  years	  and	  as	  a	  tory	  and	  conservative	  took	  a	  rather	  different	  view	  of	  most	  matters	  than	  Rickards	  would	  (Prior,	  2004).	  His	  way	  of	  thinking	  is	  more	  obviously	  in	  the	  Burkean	  mould,	  and	  he	  is	  wary	  of	  “untried	  theory”	  and	  the	  hazards	  of	  novel	  ideas	  that	  may	  not	  export	  easily,	  questioning	  the	  wisdom	  of,	  “[m]en	  who	  would	  carry	  war	  and	  desolation	  into	  a	  country,	  to	  teach	  its	  Government	  the	  principles	  of	  free	  trade,	  or	  to	  enforce	  a	  recognition	  of	  the	  international	  law	  of	  Europe”	  (Tucker,	  1833b:	  138,	  141).	  Whilst	  he	  does	  not	  advocate	  representative	  institutions,	  he	  is	  at	  great	  pains	  to	  advocate	  that	  small	  deliberative	  bodies,	  or	  councils,	  are	  maintained	  at	  the	  sub-­‐presidencies	  and	  that	  the	  wisdom	  of	  servants	  who	  know	  the	  customs,	  traditions	  and	  languages	  of	  a	  local	  area	  is	  fully	  brought	  to	  bear	  in	  decision-­‐making	  (Tucker,	  1833a).	  This	  highly	  paternalist,	  but	  nevertheless	  rather	  participatory,	  argument	  no	  longer	  holds	  sway.	  	  Rickards’	  and	  Tucker’s	  very	  different	  proposals	  for	  how	  to	  incorporate	  the	  city-­‐citizen	  matrix	  better	  into	  the	  governance	  of	  India	  are	  both	  argued	  in	  detail,	  yet	  they	  are	  not	  acted	  upon.	  Instead,	  Mill’s	  view	  that	  representative	  institutions	  for	  India	  would	  simply	  not	  be	  possible	  is	  upheld,	  without	  further	  elaboration.	  The	  question	  remains:	  why?	  	  To	  understand	  the	  answer,	  I	  first	  need	  to	  show	  that	  Mill	  did	  not	  win	  the	  argument	  as	  convincingly	  as	  this	  account	  might	  suggest.	  He	  did	  obtain	  the	  unitary	  legislative	  council	  that	  he	  wanted	  for	  India	  –	  but	  not	  because	  his	  ideas	  about	  mechanical	  governance	  and	  ruptural	  time	  had	  been	  universally	  accepted.	  Mill’s	  ideal	  of	  government	  as	  a	  machine	  that	  would	  make	  a	  rational	  and	  ruptural	  break	  with	  the	  past	  to	  clear	  away	  the	  corrupt	  despotism	  of	  India	  was	  not	  necessarily	  shared	  by	  men	  whose	  faith	  in	  reason	  and	  science	  was	  more	  cautious.	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Governance	  as	  a	  Machine?	  	  The	  metaphor	  of	  the	  government	  as	  a	  machine	  was	  something	  new,	  an	  idea	  that	  had	  emerged	  with	  the	  industrial	  revolution’s	  faith	  in	  science.	  It	  would	  have	  been	  anathema	  to	  a	  late	  eighteenth-­‐century	  sensibility	  that	  viewed	  government	  rather	  as	  an	  organic,	  evolutionary	  process.	  Consequently,	  not	  everyone	  used	  it	  with	  the	  same	  unreflecting	  approbation	  as	  James	  Mill.	  Rather,	  a	  generation	  of	  men	  who	  had	  been	  brought	  up	  in	  a	  more	  Burkean	  age	  frequently	  employed	  metaphors	  of	  machines	  breaking	  down	  or	  running	  away	  out	  of	  control.	  	  	  Macaulay,	  for	  example,	  worries	  that	  absent	  the	  governing	  structures	  of	  the	  Company	  then	  “the	  whole	  machine	  of	  state	  would	  stand	  still”	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  For	  Henry	  Tucker,	  the	  idea	  that	  governing	  the	  whole	  vast	  empire	  could	  be	  done	  by	  one	  centralised	  body	  is	  “visionary	  and	  impractical”:	  “[t]he	  machine	  will	  be	  overloaded	  and	  will	  not	  move”	  (Tucker,	  1833a:	  344).	  Meanwhile,	  the	  prospect	  of	  government	  from	  a	  distance	  in	  London,	  abstracted	  from	  the	  everyday	  concerns	  of	  life	  in	  India,	  would,	  he	  states,	  “make	  us	  something	  like	  a	  steam	  engine,	  which	  the	  hand	  of	  the	  engineer	  is	  wont	  to	  stop	  or	  put	  in	  motion	  at	  pleasure	  […]	  unlimited	  power	  without	  responsibility”	  (India	  Office,	  1833c:	  129).	  This	  is	  echoed	  by	  the	  Court	  of	  Directors,	  which	  worries	  about	  the	  Company	  being	  reduced	  to	  a	  “mere	  machine”	  (India	  Office,	  1833a:	  63).	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  they	  reject	  the	  metaphor	  of	  government	  as	  a	  “whole	  […]	  complex	  machine”	  (India	  Office,	  1833c:	  41),	  but	  they	  are	  wary	  of	  the	  dangers	  machines	  bring	  with	  them.	  	  For	  Macaulay	  -­‐	  contra	  Mill	  -­‐	  representative	  institutions	  are	  desirable	  not	  because	  they	  function	  mechanically	  and	  make	  a	  rational	  break	  with	  a	  confused	  present.	  This	  is	  because	  reason	  for	  Macaulay	  is	  not	  a	  disembodied,	  ahistorical	  force,	  but	  rather	  an	  organic	  process,	  rooted	  in	  a	  particular	  history,	  that	  reminds	  us	  of	  the	  Burkean	  polity	  in	  which	  he	  had	  spent	  his	  whole	  life.	  	  British	  institutions,	  he	  says,	  are	  the	  product	  of	  “all	  our	  habits,	  all	  the	  reasonings	  of	  European	  philosophers,	  which	  all	  the	  history	  of	  our	  own	  part	  of	  the	  world	  would	  lead	  us	  to	  consider	  as	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the	  one	  great	  security	  for	  good	  government”.	  If	  “[r]eason	  is	  confounded”	  in	  India,	  then,	  it	  is	  not	  because	  there	  is	  no	  adequate	  machinery,	  but	  rather	  because	  history	  gives	  no	  guidance	  as	  to	  how	  to	  proceed:	  “[w]e	  interrogate	  the	  past	  in	  vain”	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  Representative	  institutions	  are,	  by	  this	  account,	  the	  endpoint	  of	  a	  long	  history:	  a	  history	  that	  has	  evolved	  organically,	  accumulating	  wisdom	  through	  time,	  and	  that	  has	  now	  exceeded	  the	  achievements	  even	  of	  Ancient	  Rome.	  	  	  Intriguingly,	  Holt	  Mackenzie,	  who	  played	  a	  key	  role	  in	  drafting	  the	  Charter	  Act,	  uses	  a	  tellingly	  different	  sort	  of	  metaphor	  to	  talk	  about	  governance:	  “to	  disjoin	  the	  several	  parts	  of	  government,	  in	  a	  country	  which	  is	  not	  self-­‐governed,	  is	  like	  placing	  the	  different	  members	  of	  the	  body	  in	  the	  charge	  of	  different	  physicians”	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  134).	  Whilst	  Wilson	  claims	  that	  this	  is	  analogous	  to	  a	  mechanical	  trope	  (ibid),	  it	  is	  actually	  different	  in	  important	  ways.	  A	  body	  is	  a	  self-­‐regulating	  system	  that	  grows,	  develops,	  heals	  and	  revitalises	  itself	  without	  conscious	  direction.	  This	  metaphor	  of	  the	  body	  bespeaks	  a	  sort	  of	  uneasy	  reconciliation	  between	  the	  two	  temporalities	  of	  Burke	  and	  Mill.	  On	  the	  one	  hand	  the	  body	  is	  a	  kind	  of	  machine:	  it	  is	  a	  self-­‐regulating	  system	  that	  does	  not	  require	  conscious	  direction	  to	  function.	  On	  the	  other,	  it	  is	  fully	  organic:	  it	  grows,	  heals,	  revitalises	  itself	  and	  develops.	  	  	  Macaulay	  and	  Mackenzie,	  then,	  are	  not	  uncritically	  accepting	  the	  need	  for	  a	  ruptural	  break,	  but	  beginning	  to	  enunciate	  a	  new	  temporality.	  Rather	  than	  assuming,	  like	  Burke,	  that	  the	  wisdom	  that	  accumulates	  over	  time	  is	  specific	  to	  context	  and	  linked	  to	  the	  relationships	  that	  are	  understood	  to	  exist	  between	  the	  living,	  the	  dead	  and	  the	  not-­‐yet-­‐born,	  Macaulay	  is	  speculating	  about	  whether	  “our	  habits	  [and]	  history”	  might	  not	  be	  more	  widely	  applicable.	  The	  suggestion	  is	  there	  in	  Mackenzie’s	  metaphor	  that	  the	  best	  mode	  of	  governing	  might	  be	  just	  as	  universal	  as	  the	  human	  body	  and	  its	  operations.	  However,	  this	  metaphor	  emerges	  at	  just	  the	  time	  when	  the	  political	  problem	  emerges	  that	  not	  all	  bodies	  are	  equal:	  some	  are	  constituted	  as	  free	  subjects	  who	  participate	  in	  their	  own	  self-­‐government,	  whereas	  others	  –	  children,	  women,	  the	  poor,	  colonial	  subjects	  –	  require	  tutelage,	  discipline	  and	  training	  (Foucault,	  1979).	  For	  colonial	  subjects	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(alongside	  children)	  in	  particular,	  they	  need	  to	  grow	  up	  and	  be	  educated	  before	  they	  can	  be	  entrusted	  to	  make	  the	  free	  choices	  that	  will	  enable	  them	  to	  govern	  themselves.	  	  To	  demonstrate	  the	  emergence	  of	  this	  new	  temporal	  discourse	  and	  its	  importance	  to	  practices	  of	  governing	  it	  is	  instructive	  to	  see	  how	  it	  is	  used.	  	  
India	  and	  the	  Public	  Sphere	  	  To	  show	  what	  I	  mean,	  let	  us	  ask	  again:	  why	  can’t	  India	  have	  representative	  institutions?	  The	  very	  institutions	  which,	  Macaulay	  and	  Mill	  both	  believe,	  are	  the	  “best	  mode	  of	  securing	  good	  government	  in	  Europe”	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  In	  answering	  this	  question	  we	  can	  see	  that	  just	  as	  the	  two	  very	  different	  conceptions	  of	  time	  that	  we	  saw	  above	  were	  being	  articulated	  onto	  each	  other	  in	  this	  period,	  so	  were	  the	  different	  ways	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private.	  	  Macaulay’s	  answer	  can	  be	  discerned	  in	  his	  qualified	  defence	  of	  the	  highly	  participatory,	  negotiated	  judgements	  that	  form	  the	  uncodified	  common	  law	  in	  England	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  81)	  These	  are	  still	  just	  about	  tolerable	  in	  a	  country	  like	  Britain:	  	   where	  there	  are	  popular	  institutions;	  where	  every	  decision	  is	  watched	  by	  a	  shrewd	  and	  learned	  audience;	  where	  there	  is	  an	  intelligent	  and	  observant	  public;	  where	  every	  remarkable	  case	  is	  fully	  reported	  in	  a	  hundred	  newspapers;	  where,	  in	  short,	  there	  is	  everything	  to	  mitigate	  the	  evils	  of	  such	  a	  system	  (Macaulay,	  1833)	  	  This	  is	  a	  vision	  of	  representation	  and	  the	  familiar	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  “protective”	  against	  tyranny	  (see	  Held,	  1996:	  78-­‐99).	  Democratic	  engagement	  depends	  upon	  the	  existence	  of	  a	  clearly	  defined	  “public”.	  Representative	  institutions	  can	  be	  understood	  as	  the	  linking	  technology,	  or	  means	  of	  making	  legible	  and	  aggregating,	  the	  interests	  and	  opinions	  of	  the	  population.	  Something	  important	  has	  changed	  here:	  this	  is	  a	  different	  view	  of	  the	  public	  from	  the	  localised	  negotiations	  characteristic	  of	  Burke.	  Not	  that	  this	  vision	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is	  incompatible	  with	  the	  participatory	  modes	  of	  governance	  in	  Britain:	  Macaulay	  sees	  no	  need	  to	  codify	  the	  common	  law	  in	  England.	  Negotiated	  public	  ethics	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  character,	  skill	  and	  good	  manners	  are	  still	  important.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  importance	  of	  a	  public	  sphere	  is	  a	  pervasive	  discourse	  at	  this	  time,	  particularly	  when	  thinking	  about	  India,	  where	  a	  public	  seems	  to	  be	  lacking.	  	  The	  faith	  in	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  existence	  of	  “a	  public”	  pervades	  the	  political	  discourse	  surrounding	  the	  negotiation	  of	  the	  Charter	  Act.	  There	  are	  only	  two	  very	  serious	  sticking	  points	  on	  which	  the	  Company	  and	  the	  government	  cannot	  agree	  by	  the	  summer	  of	  1833.	  One	  of	  these	  is	  a	  quibble	  about	  money,	  but	  the	  other	  is	  the	  Company’s	  insistence	  that	  they	  should	  be	  able	  to	  seek	  “publicity”	  in	  Parliament	  in	  case	  the	  Government	  asks	  them	  to	  implement	  a	  decision	  with	  which	  they	  disagree	  (India	  Office,	  1833c:	  57;	  India	  Office,	  1833a:	  24-­‐26).	  Charles	  Grant,	  whilst	  he	  disputes	  the	  necessity	  for	  any	  special	  arrangements,	  does	  not	  disagree	  in	  principle,	  he	  merely	  reminds	  them	  that	  they	  already	  have	  the	  right	  to	  petition	  Parliament	  and	  thereby	  seek	  “the	  judgement	  of	  the	  Legislature	  and	  the	  arbitration	  of	  public	  opinion”	  (India	  Office,	  1833b:	  28).	  	  	  However,	  the	  problem	  of	  “absolute	  government”	  that	  means	  that	  a	  participatory	  system	  of	  law,	  justice	  and	  dispute	  resolution	  in	  India	  “is	  a	  scandal	  and	  a	  curse”.	  This	  is	  because	  despotic	  rulers	  cannot	  set	  their	  private	  interests	  aside	  from	  their	  objective	  public	  duty.	  Their	  lack	  of	  ability	  to	  act	  in	  the	  proper	  ethical	  manner	  means	  that	  they	  will	  make	  capricious	  judgements.	  Worse,	  the	  failure	  of	  a	  public	  ethics	  and	  accountability	  more	  generally	  implies	  that	  a	  rational,	  objective	  public	  will	  not	  subject	  them	  to	  scrutiny.	  In	  India,	  as	  he	  puts	  it	  very	  clearly	  the	  trouble	  is,	  there	  is	  “no	  public”	  (Macaulay,	  1833):	  only	  a	  messy	  and	  indissociable	  chaos	  of	  contending	  private	  interests	  compounded	  by	  a	  lack	  of	  publicly	  accountable	  good	  manners.	  It	  is	  through	  the	  practice	  of	  comparing	  a	  freely-­‐governed	  Britain	  with	  a	  despotic	  India	  that	  the	  importance	  not	  only	  of	  correct	  manners	  in	  public	  but	  also	  of	  a	  completely	  separate	  private	  sphere	  emerges.	  Thus,	  the	  superiority	  of	  the	  separation	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  characteristic	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governance	  becomes	  an	  important	  feature	  of	  British	  identity	  through	  an	  othering	  practice	  that	  invokes	  India.	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  To	  see	  how	  widespread	  this	  way	  of	  thinking	  was	  becoming,	  it	  is	  informative	  to	  look	  at	  John	  Wade’s	  Extraordinary	  Black	  Book.	  This	  was	  a	  pro-­‐reform	  text,	  which	  articulated	  the	  cause	  of	  reform	  and	  the	  construction	  of	  a	  more	  representative	  and	  inclusive	  public	  sphere	  with	  patriotism	  and	  national	  pride.	  The	  popular	  appeal	  of	  the	  text,	  which	  comprised	  a	  collection	  of	  essays	  on	  all	  the	  major	  institutions	  of	  the	  day	  and	  presented	  the	  case	  for	  reforming	  them,	  is	  evidenced	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  was	  used	  as	  a	  script	  from	  which	  activists	  made	  public	  speeches	  as	  the	  debates	  about	  the	  various	  pieces	  of	  reforming	  legislation	  took	  place	  (Tony	  Taylor,	  personal	  communication).	  	  	  Not	  a	  radical	  text	  -­‐	  it	  endorsed	  the	  property	  qualification	  on	  suffrage	  -­‐	  it	  nevertheless	  advocated	  representative	  institutions	  and	  claimed	  that	  at	  home	  the	  Reform	  Act	  would	  produce	  for	  the	  first	  time:	  “a	  national	  government	  responsible	  to	  500,000	  electors,	  every	  one	  of	  whom	  has	  an	  interest	  in	  domestic	  peace,	  order,	  and	  prosperity”	  (Wade,	  1832:	  607).	  The	  book	  is	  critical	  of	  the	  East	  India	  Company	  and	  current	  governing	  practices,	  particularly	  perceived	  abuses	  of	  property	  rights	  in	  India,	  but	  the	  solution	  it	  offers	  is	  a	  tellingly	  domestic	  one:	  	  	   Such	  improvements	  in	  the	  national	  representation,	  as	  would	  insure	  an	  honest	  and	  enlightened	  government,	  would	  render	  unnecessary	  any	  great	  changes	  in	  the	  scheme	  of	  our	  Indian	  administration	  […]	  [P]rovided	  that	  the	  people	  of	  England	  had	  an	  adequate	  control	  over	  [Government	  Ministers	  in	  charge	  of	  India],	  there	  would	  be	  little	  risk	  of	  misgovernment,	  either	  in	  Great	  Britain	  or	  her	  great	  dependency.	  […]	  Hence,	  the	  happiness	  of	  the	  vast	  population	  of	  Hindustan,	  no	  less	  than	  that	  of	  the	  United	  Kingdom,	  is	  identified	  in	  the	  great	  question	  of	  parliamentary	  reform	  (ibid:	  418-­‐419).	  	  	  This	  is	  a	  wonderful	  example	  of	  the	  boomerang	  effect	  of	  colonisation.	  The	  author	  implies	  that	  India	  has	  no	  public	  and	  therefore	  must	  be	  represented	  by	  Britons.	  This	  makes	  the	  case	  for	  the	  expansion	  and	  consolidation	  of	  the	  public	  at	  home	  even	  more	  acute,	  so	  that	  India	  can	  be	  well-­‐governed.	  The	  dangers	  embodied	  by	  the	  other	  thus	  contribute	  to	  the	  urgency	  of	  securing	  a	  representative	  public	  at	  home.	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Furthermore,	  though,	  the	  danger	  of	  a	  private	  sphere	  that	  emerges	  ungoverned	  into	  the	  public	  is	  here	  viewed	  as	  particularly	  emblematic	  of	  Indian	  governance:	  “disposition	  to	  pervert	  justice	  […]	  is	  the	  great	  political	  vice	  of	  the	  East.”	  Again,	  however,	  this	  forms	  the	  basis	  for	  understanding	  the	  virtues	  of	  British	  society:	  	  Corruption	  will	  never	  triumph	  over	  true	  patriotism	  -­‐	  a	  mock	  representation	  over	  one	  that	  is	  real	  -­‐	  private	  interests	  over	  the	  public	  weal	  -­‐	  a	  mere	  faction	  over	  the	  king,	  his	  ministers,	  the	  public	  press,	  and	  the	  nation!	  (ibid:	  608).	  	  British	  identity	  itself,	  through	  an	  othering	  of	  India,	  is	  articulated	  and	  defended	  in	  a	  narrative	  that	  advocates	  not	  good	  manners	  and	  the	  constant	  negotiation	  of	  relationships,	  but	  rather	  the	  sidelining	  of	  such	  concerns	  into	  a	  private	  sphere.	  “Private	  interests”	  and	  the	  relational	  ties	  of	  the	  “faction”	  are	  no	  longer	  understood	  to	  be	  the	  legitimate	  stuff	  of	  politics.	  	  	  It	  is	  important	  not	  to	  over-­‐simplify.	  This	  is	  a	  complex	  change	  in	  ways	  of	  thinking	  that	  came	  from	  many	  directions	  and	  had	  many	  causes.	  What	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  state,	  though,	  is	  that	  one	  of	  the	  means	  by	  which	  the	  superiority	  of	  the	  public/private	  divide	  could	  be	  established	  in	  contemporary	  discourse	  was	  by	  comparison	  with	  an	  inferior	  India:	  this	  might	  remind	  us	  of	  just	  the	  way	  British	  liberal	  democratic	  practices	  are	  legitimated	  now.	  Again,	  this	  is	  a	  very	  important	  change,	  given	  that	  only	  fifty	  years	  before	  Company	  officials	  had	  assumed	  that	  Indian	  modes	  of	  governance	  were	  entirely	  appropriate	  for	  India	  and	  that	  British	  governance	  functioned	  in	  the	  way	  it	  did	  precisely	  because	  no	  strict	  division	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private	  existed.	  	  
Technologies	  of	  Representation	  	  Macaulay	  and	  Grant,	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  their	  observation,	  are	  less	  sanguine	  than	  John	  Wade	  about	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  British	  public	  to	  represent	  India.	  Whilst	  an	  all-­‐male	  parliament	  could	  represent	  women,	  whose	  interests	  were	  understood	  to	  be	  bound	  up	  with	  theirs	  at	  the	  private,	  domestic	  level	  of	  the	  household	  (ibid:	  602;	  Held,	  1996:	  97-­‐99),	  the	  British	  parliament	  was	  too	  far	  from	  Indians	  to	  be	  a	  “faithful	  representative”:	  parliamentarians	  had	  not	  the	  time,	  the	  inclination,	  the	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knowledge	  nor	  the	  correct	  incentives	  to	  solve	  Indians’	  problems	  rationally	  and	  well	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  	  	  Thus,	  they	  devise	  the	  ingenious	  solution	  of	  using	  the	  Company,	  that	  anomalous	  accident	  of	  history,	  which	  does	  have	  the	  necessary	  closeness	  to	  Indian	  affairs,	  and	  “binding	  up	  [their	  financial]	  interests	  with	  country	  they	  are	  to	  assist	  in	  governing”	  (India	  Office,	  1833c:	  57).	  Nor,	  it	  should	  be	  noted,	  is	  this	  an	  entirely	  unsuccessful	  endeavour	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  workings	  of	  the	  technology,	  so	  to	  speak.	  As	  early	  as	  July	  1833,	  when	  directed	  to	  appoint	  an	  additional	  bishop,	  the	  Court	  of	  Directors	  responds	  that,	  “convert[ing]	  the	  Natives	  to	  the	  Christian	  faith	  […]	  is	  undoubtedly	  an	  object	  most	  interesting	  to	  the	  civilized	  world,	  but	  it	  is	  one	  for	  which	  it	  cannot	  be	  right	  to	  tax	  the	  Natives”	  (India	  Office,	  1833a:	  66).	  The	  bruising	  lesson	  of	  “no	  taxation	  without	  representation”	  in	  the	  colonies	  may	  have	  already	  been	  learned,	  though	  not	  in	  a	  guise	  recognisable	  to	  twenty-­‐first	  century	  democracy	  promoters.	  Highly	  exclusionary,	  and	  unaccountable	  to	  Indians,	  the	  Company	  nevertheless	  provides	  India	  with	  a	  representative	  institution	  of	  sorts.	  	  The	  beauty,	  though,	  of	  pinpointing	  the	  reason	  that	  India	  can’t	  have	  its	  own	  representative	  institutions	  so	  specifically	  and	  concretely	  is	  that	  there	  is	  now	  plenty	  to	  do.	  If	  a	  public	  sphere	  does	  not	  exist,	  it	  can	  be	  created:	  	  	   I	  see	  the	  public	  mind	  of	  India,	  the	  public	  mind	  which	  we	  found	  debased	  and	  contracted	  by	  the	  worst	  forms	  of	  political	  and	  religious	  tyranny,	  expanding	  itself	  to	  the	  just	  and	  noble	  views	  of	  the	  ends	  of	  government,	  and	  of	  the	  social	  duties	  of	  man	  […]	  Consider	  too,	  Sir,	  how	  rapidly	  the	  public	  mind	  of	  India	  is	  advancing	  […]	  It	  may	  be	  that	  the	  public	  mind	  in	  India	  may	  expand	  under	  our	  system	  till	  it	  has	  outgrown	  that	  system	  (Macaulay,	  1833).	  	  	  This	  future-­‐oriented	  project	  implies	  certain	  quite	  specific	  interventions:	  not	  only	  the	  development	  of	  a	  codified	  law	  and	  a	  set	  of	  rational	  principles	  by	  which	  to	  govern,	  but	  also	  the	  spread	  of	  education	  and	  a	  free	  press.	  	  It	  is	  thus	  of	  great	  use	  in	  deciding	  what	  to	  do	  and	  orienting	  attitudes	  towards	  the	  future.	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What	  India	  needs,	  then,	  is	  entry	  into	  a	  teleological	  history	  of	  civilisation:	  note	  the	  language	  of	  “advance”,	  “expansion”	  and	  “growth”.	  Bringing	  together	  the	  ideas	  of	  a	  European	  present	  that	  is	  constructed	  historically	  from	  the	  ties	  and	  accumulated	  wisdom	  of	  the	  past,	  and	  the	  urgent	  need	  to	  contain	  what	  is	  understood	  as	  a	  despotic	  barbarism,	  Macaulay	  employs	  the	  novel	  language	  of	  “civilisation”	  to	  suggest	  that	  British	  history	  might	  be	  an	  example	  of	  a	  general	  history.	  Macaulay’s	  preference	  for	  English-­‐language	  education,	  too,	  is	  based	  on	  a	  teleology	  for	  India	  that	  is	  expected	  very	  closely	  to	  mirror	  actual	  British	  history.	  He	  poses	  the	  following	  question	  when	  defending	  a	  preference	  for	  teaching	  Indians	  using	  English	  texts	  to	  ancient	  Indian	  philosophy:	  	  	  	   [H]ad	  [our	  ancestors]	  confined	  their	  attention	  to	  the	  dialects	  of	  our	  old	  island,	  had	  they	  printed	  nothing	  at	  the	  universities	  but	  chronicles	  in	  Anglo-­‐Saxon	  and	  romances	  in	  Norman	  French	  -­‐	  would	  England	  ever	  have	  been	  what	  she	  is	  now?	  (Macaulay,	  1835)	  	  	  Thus,	  India	  is	  expected	  to	  travel	  the	  same	  historical	  path	  to	  develop	  its	  own	  public	  sphere	  and	  separate	  autonomous,	  private	  sphere	  that	  would	  contain	  and	  power	  the	  economy.	  	  	  
The	  Legacy	  of	  1833	  	  Democracy	  promotion	  in	  what	  is	  now	  Pakistan,	  then,	  did	  not	  begin	  in	  1945	  with	  the	  concrete	  negotiations	  around	  decolonisation.	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  there	  was	  any	  intention	  to	  promote	  democratic	  institutions	  in	  India	  in	  1833:	  at	  least	  not	  in	  the	  immediate	  future.	  As	  we	  will	  see	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  the	  next	  chapter,	  the	  reforms	  that	  were	  put	  in	  place	  on	  the	  contrary	  functioned	  to	  limit	  political	  participation	  by	  creating	  a	  separate	  private	  sphere	  in	  which	  the	  workings	  of	  economic,	  social	  and	  family	  life	  would	  be	  confined,	  away	  from	  intrusion	  by	  government.	  	  	  However,	  the	  conditions	  for	  the	  possibility	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  were	  put	  in	  place	  by	  these	  reforms;	  for	  the	  first	  time	  in	  the	  Empire,	  a	  form	  of	  rule	  was	  put	  in	  place	  that,	  it	  was	  hoped,	  would	  enable	  the	  management	  of	  whole	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populations	  through	  the	  twin	  processes	  of	  individualisation	  and	  totalisation	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  2.	  It	  would	  function	  according	  to	  general	  rules,	  abstract	  principles,	  the	  creation	  of	  distinct	  social	  categories	  and	  the	  delineation	  of	  separate	  public	  and	  private	  spheres.	  These	  features	  would	  have	  been	  unimaginable	  as	  “good	  government”	  to	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  British	  or	  Indian	  people	  just	  a	  generation	  before.	  	  The	  law	  in	  India	  was	  never	  fully	  codified,	  despite	  the	  best	  efforts	  of	  an	  enquiry	  led	  by	  none	  other	  than	  Thomas	  Macaulay.	  However,	  the	  impulse	  to	  produce	  written	  codes	  and	  categorisations	  has	  proliferated	  ever	  since,	  and	  many	  of	  the	  legislative	  codes	  that	  emerged	  in	  the	  nineteenth	  century	  remain	  on	  the	  books	  of	  South	  Asia	  today	  (Kolsky,	  2005:	  638).	  As	  James	  Mill	  hoped,	  codification	  in	  India	  also	  provided	  something	  of	  a	  model	  for	  London.	  Indeed,	  in	  1877,	  James	  Fitzpatrick	  Stephen	  was	  invited	  by	  Parliament	  to	  bring	  to	  bear	  his	  experiences	  in	  India	  on	  the	  ongoing	  problem	  of	  codification	  in	  Britain,	  as	  London	  was	  felt	  to	  be	  developmentally	  lagging	  behind	  Calcutta	  in	  this	  important	  endeavour	  (ibid).	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  in	  the	  same	  period	  as	  the	  Charter	  Act,	  we	  also	  see	  the	  beginnings	  of	  Utilitarian	  ways	  of	  knowing	  at	  home,	  marking	  a	  break	  with	  the	  old	  affective	  modes	  of	  governing	  based	  on	  continuity	  and	  personal	  ties,	  after	  this	  break	  had	  occurred	  in	  thinking	  about	  governing	  in	  India.	  In	  1833	  the	  Royal	  Society	  of	  Statistics	  was	  founded	  in	  London	  in	  order	  better	  to	  understand	  “others”	  like	  the	  poor,	  women,	  the	  insane	  and	  colonial	  subjects	  using	  these	  sorts	  of	  abstract,	  governmental	  techniques,	  so	  that	  the	  population	  could	  be	  managed,	  fostered	  and	  made	  healthy	  (Royal	  Statistical	  Society,	  nd).	  The	  Society’s	  founding	  members	  included	  Thomas	  Malthus	  and	  Charles	  Babbage,	  who	  brought	  to	  bear	  their	  experiences	  as	  tutors	  at	  Haileybury,	  the	  college	  that	  trained	  future	  servants	  of	  the	  East	  India	  Company.	  Only	  a	  year	  earlier,	  a	  Royal	  Commission	  was	  established	  to	  investigate	  the	  workings	  of	  the	  Poor	  Law	  that	  had	  been	  in	  place	  since	  1601.	  The	  Commission,	  much	  influenced	  by	  the	  Utilitarian	  ideas	  of	  Bentham,	  James	  Mill	  and	  Thomas	  Malthus,	  sought	  to	  understand	  the	  problems	  of	  domestic	  poverty	  by	  creating	  abstract	  categories	  of	  people	  (the	  aged,	  the	  infirm,	  children,	  able-­‐bodied	  men,	  able-­‐bodied	  women,	  the	  deserving	  and	  undeserving	  poor).	  They	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furthermore	  located	  responsibility	  for	  poverty	  firmly	  in	  a	  private	  sphere	  of	  work,	  economic	  activity	  and	  family	  life,	  wherein	  women	  particularly	  were	  expected	  to	  govern	  their	  own	  sexuality	  for	  the	  sake	  of	  the	  broader	  health	  of	  the	  population	  and	  prevention	  of	  birth	  out	  of	  wedlock	  (Carabine,	  2000).	  	  	  	  The	  precise	  links	  between	  these	  new	  ways	  of	  knowing	  in	  Britain	  and	  modes	  of	  governing	  in	  the	  Empire	  is	  worthy	  of	  much	  more	  detailed	  research,	  but	  what	  is	  clear	  is	  that	  the	  modes	  of	  governmentality	  that	  emerged	  in	  British	  India	  quickly	  made	  the	  reverse	  journey	  to	  effect	  an	  “internal	  colonisation”	  of	  othering	  processes.	  	  What	  I	  do	  not	  want	  to	  do	  here	  is	  to	  posit	  1833	  as	  an	  alternative	  ruptural	  moment.	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  the	  teleological	  resolution	  that	  emerged	  in	  response	  to	  the	  clashing	  temporalities	  of	  British	  and	  colonial	  forms	  of	  government	  contained	  many	  continuities	  with	  the	  past,	  just	  as	  it	  transformed	  our	  orientation	  to	  it.	  Nor	  -­‐	  despite	  my	  obvious	  preference	  for	  a	  more	  relational,	  negotiated,	  narrative	  and	  historicised	  approach	  to	  democracy	  -­‐	  would	  I	  wish	  to	  idealise	  the	  period	  leading	  up	  to	  the	  1830s,	  which	  -­‐	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  -­‐	  was	  patriarchal,	  hierarchical	  and	  in	  many	  respects	  extremely	  exclusionary.	  	  	  I	  do,	  however,	  want	  to	  use	  it	  to	  suggest	  that	  there	  was	  nothing	  natural	  or	  inevitable	  about	  the	  changes	  that	  did	  take	  place.	  Rather,	  the	  very	  narrative	  of	  “progress”	  as	  a	  natural	  and	  inevitable	  process	  itself	  emerged	  as	  a	  form	  of	  temporal	  othering	  which	  served	  an	  important	  purpose	  in	  the	  historical	  moment	  in	  which	  it	  arose.	  It	  served	  to	  legitimate	  ruling	  practices	  at	  home	  by	  drawing	  on,	  but	  also	  transforming,	  notions	  about	  temporality	  and	  history	  in	  ways	  that	  were	  rather	  contradictory.	  Political	  community	  had	  been	  understood	  in	  the	  eighteenth	  century	  as	  the	  outcome	  of	  the	  accumulated	  relationships	  and	  wisdom	  of	  the	  past,	  but	  this	  had	  never,	  until	  now,	  been	  viewed	  as	  a	  completed	  process.	  The	  encounter	  with	  India,	  however,	  transformed	  ideas	  about	  British	  institutions,	  which	  were	  now	  seen	  as	  an	  idealised	  endpoint	  and	  a	  projected	  future	  for	  the	  Indian	  other,	  even	  as	  an	  encounter	  with	  that	  very	  other	  was	  transforming	  British	  governance	  in	  entirely	  novel	  ways.	  The	  present	  in	  India	  would	  now	  be	  found	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wanting	  in	  comparison	  with	  its	  own	  pristine	  but	  unrecoverable	  past	  or	  a	  utopian	  future	  of	  idealised	  European	  institutions.	  	  	  It	  became	  possible	  to	  understand	  civilisation	  -­‐	  a	  new	  concept	  at	  the	  time	  -­‐	  as	  a	  process	  inaugurated	  by	  the	  division	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  emblematic	  of	  the	  story	  of	  the	  savage’s	  entrance	  into	  history.	  This	  marked	  a	  new	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  India,	  which	  -­‐	  unlike	  the	  New	  World	  -­‐	  had	  hitherto	  been	  considered	  a	  separate	  polity	  in	  its	  own	  right	  and	  not	  a	  land	  of	  savages.	  	  This	  change	  in	  modes	  of	  thinking	  was	  furthermore	  understood	  to	  entail	  the	  need	  for	  detailed	  intervention.	  	  	  The	  trajectory	  that	  India	  was	  now	  to	  be	  guided	  through	  might	  be	  understood	  to	  look	  a	  lot	  like	  Britain’s	  history,	  but	  only	  by	  virtue	  of	  changing	  dominant	  narratives	  about	  what	  British	  history	  had	  been,	  what	  it	  meant	  and	  how	  it	  related	  to	  the	  present	  and	  the	  future.	  Thus,	  in	  a	  sense	  -­‐	  in	  Britain	  and	  in	  Pakistan	  -­‐	  the	  codes	  we	  all	  still	  inhabit	  were	  authored,	  at	  least	  in	  part,	  elsewhere.	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Chapter	  5:	  Blood	  in	  the	  Codes:	  Liberal	  Governmentality,	  
Democracy	  and	  Pakistan	  	  	  
It	  may	  be	  that	  the	  public	  mind	  of	  India	  may	  expand	  under	  our	  system	  till	  it	  
has	  outgrown	  that	  system;	  that	  by	  good	  government	  we	  may	  educate	  our	  
subjects	  into	  a	  capacity	  for	  better	  government;	  that,	  having	  become	  
instructed	  in	  European	  knowledge,	  they	  may,	  in	  some	  future	  age,	  demand	  
European	  institutions.	  Whether	  such	  a	  day	  will	  ever	  come	  I	  know	  not.	  But	  
never	  will	  I	  attempt	  to	  avert	  or	  to	  retard	  it.	  Whenever	  it	  comes,	  it	  will	  be	  the	  
proudest	  day	  in	  English	  history.	  (Thomas	  Babington	  Macaulay,	  House	  of	  Commons,	  10	  July	  1833)	  	  	  To	  paraphrase	  Michael	  Shapiro	  slightly,	  even	  to	  speak	  of	  Pakistan	  is:	  	   to	  license	  a	  forgetting	  of	  the	  history	  of	  struggles	  through	  which	  such	  entities	  have	  come	  to	  be	  domesticated	  within	  modern	  international	  space.	  Such	  a	  forgetting	  is	  not	  a	  psychological	  but	  a	  textual	  phenomenon,	  for	  it	  is	  a	  scripted	  or	  institutionalised	  forgetting	  (Shapiro,	  1989:	  15).	  	  In	  this	  chapter,	  I	  examine	  those	  struggles.	  As	  we	  may	  remember	  from	  Chapter	  3,	  the	  conventional	  script	  concerning	  Pakistan	  is	  that	  democracy	  was	  inaugurated	  there,	  with	  the	  country’s	  first	  emergence	  as	  an	  independent	  Muslim	  state,	  in	  the	  1940s.	  This,	  the	  story	  goes,	  has	  been	  followed	  by	  a	  troubled	  history	  in	  which	  much	  violence	  has	  emerged	  from	  Pakistan	  because	  of	  the	  failure	  of	  its	  democratic	  institutions.	  I	  argue	  that	  this	  story	  is	  indeed	  a	  “scripted	  or	  institutionalised	  forgetting”	  not	  only	  of	  British	  involvement	  in	  the	  struggles	  that	  constituted	  Pakistan	  but	  also	  –	  more	  importantly	  –	  of	  democracy’s	  complicity	  in	  their	  violence.	  	  In	  remembering	  these	  struggles,	  I	  re-­‐narrate	  the	  script	  in	  a	  new	  way	  and	  in	  doing	  so	  I	  make	  two	  related,	  overarching	  points.	  First,	  the	  emergence	  of	  Pakistan	  in	  1947	  did	  not	  inaugurate	  democracy	  there	  for	  the	  first	  time.	  Rather,	  the	  British	  had	  already	  been	  promoting	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions	  in	  what	  is	  now	  Pakistan	  for	  a	  long	  time.	  Indeed,	  as	  we	  saw	  above	  in	  Chapter	  4,	  the	  beginnings	  of	  such	  institutions	  have	  their	  roots	  as	  early	  as	  1833.	  Thus,	  the	  struggle	  of	  British	  Indians	  for	  representative	  institutions	  was	  already	  coded	  by	  the	  blackmailing	  logic	  of	  democracy	  promotion:	  nationalist	  campaigners	  demanded	  liberal	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democratic	  institutions	  because	  colonial	  ways	  of	  thinking	  had	  created	  a	  powerful	  articulation	  suggesting	  that	  this	  is	  what	  democracy	  was,	  even	  though	  politics	  in	  the	  subcontinent	  had	  not	  been	  understood	  in	  these	  terms	  prior	  to	  the	  colonial	  encounter.	  	  	  Second,	  I	  argue	  that	  violence	  did	  not	  erupt	  in	  British	  India	  in	  1945	  because	  of	  the	  failure	  or	  absence	  of	  democracy,	  but	  rather	  because	  violence	  was	  inherent	  in	  the	  
very	  practice	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  It	  was	  the	  long	  history	  of	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  Pakistan	  that	  provoked	  the	  violence	  by	  constituting	  two	  communities,	  understood	  to	  be	  separate,	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  This	  separation	  was	  made	  possible	  by	  a	  rigid	  division	  of	  social	  life	  into	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  that	  would	  have	  been	  entirely	  alien	  to	  late	  eighteenth	  century	  Indian	  jurisprudence.	  	  The	  argument	  I	  make	  here	  about	  violence	  is	  extremely	  important.	  That	  is	  because	  one	  of	  the	  great	  selling	  points	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  that	  it	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  a	  remedy	  for	  violence.	  By	  talking	  and	  by	  voting,	  it	  is	  thought	  that	  citizens	  can	  resolve	  their	  differences	  peacefully	  without	  recourse	  to	  violence.	  Thus,	  when	  Larry	  Diamond	  talks	  about	  military	  coups	  and	  democratic	  breakdown	  in	  Pakistan,	  he	  pins	  the	  blame	  on	  the	  failure	  of	  the	  specific	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  such	  as	  the	  justice	  system	  and	  the	  rule	  of	  law.	  This	  failure,	  he	  suggests	  “eroded	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  the	  civilian	  constitutional	  regime	  and	  left	  it	  incapable	  of	  managing	  political	  conflict	  peacefully”	  (Diamond,	  2008:	  58).	  By	  implication,	  the	  function	  of	  all	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  together	  to	  prevent	  violence,	  and	  violence	  will	  only	  ensue	  if	  they	  are	  not	  working.	  	  	  This	  assumption	  about	  democracy’s	  role	  in	  preventing	  violence	  is	  also	  inherent	  in	  Democratic	  Peace	  Theory:	  the	  theory	  –	  supposed	  to	  be	  the	  nearest	  thing	  we	  have	  to	  an	  empirically	  provable	  “law”	  in	  International	  Relations	  –	  that	  democracies	  do	  not	  fight	  each	  other	  (Russett,	  1993).	  This	  is	  assumed	  to	  be	  because	  the	  peaceful	  norms	  of	  tolerance	  and	  rational	  discussion,	  eschewing	  violence,	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  incorporated	  into	  the	  Foreign	  Policy	  of	  states	  in	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their	  dealings	  with	  one	  another	  (ibid;	  Owen,	  1994).	  Thus	  the	  understanding,	  again,	  is	  that	  democracy	  is,	  in	  a	  sense,	  the	  opposite	  of	  violence.	  	  Naturally,	  it	  is	  well	  known	  that	  in	  some	  highly	  divided	  societies,	  democracy	  is	  not	  able	  to	  prevent	  conflict	  and	  that	  majoritarian	  voting	  systems	  may	  even	  provoke	  it	  (Huntington,	  1968;	  Chua,	  2004;	  Hawksley,	  2009).	  Thus	  much	  effort	  has	  gone	  into	  designing	  institutions	  that	  would	  minimise	  this	  risk	  (Lijphart,	  2004).	  Nevertheless,	  this	  insight	  does	  not	  cover	  the	  possibility	  that	  the	  logic	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  practice	  creates	  a	  divided	  society	  in	  the	  first	  place,	  by	  constituting	  divisions	  amongst	  people.	  It	  is	  the	  latter	  claim	  that	  I	  make	  here,	  and	  I	  suggest	  that	  it	  should	  give	  us	  pause	  before	  proclaiming	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  ruling.	  This	  is	  a	  theme	  that	  will	  be	  taken	  up	  throughout	  the	  remaining	  chapters	  as	  we	  see	  how	  violence	  is	  deeply	  imbricated	  in	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  	  The	  argument	  in	  this	  chapter	  will	  proceed	  in	  three	  main	  sections.	  First	  of	  all,	  we	  need	  to	  explore	  how	  the	  constitution	  of	  a	  separate	  Muslim	  identity	  was	  enabled	  by	  British	  colonial	  practices.	  In	  doing	  so,	  I	  will	  take	  seriously	  Ian	  Hacking’s	  suggestion	  that:	  “The	  bureaucracy	  of	  statistics	  imposes	  not	  just	  by	  creating	  administrative	  rulings,	  but	  by	  determining	  classifications	  within	  which	  people	  must	  think	  of	  themselves	  and	  the	  actions	  open	  to	  them”	  (Hacking,	  1991:	  194).	  By	  creating	  the	  separate	  religious	  categories	  through	  which	  they	  ruled	  India,	  by	  limiting	  the	  reach	  of	  political	  contestation	  to	  the	  drafting	  of	  abstract	  codes	  of	  law	  and	  by	  constituting	  a	  separate,	  gendered,	  private	  sphere	  in	  which	  domestic	  and	  religious	  concerns	  could	  only	  be	  a	  matter	  of	  personal	  choice	  and	  conscience,	  the	  British	  created,	  in	  a	  very	  real	  sense,	  the	  identities	  that	  came	  so	  violently	  to	  blows	  in	  the	  1940s.	  	  Despite	  the	  hopes	  of	  Thomas	  Macaulay	  in	  the	  quotation	  at	  the	  head	  of	  this	  chapter,	  14	  August	  1947	  was	  not	  the	  proudest	  day	  in	  English	  history.	  Lord	  and	  Lady	  Mountbatten	  (the	  last	  British	  Viceroy	  of	  India	  and	  his	  wife)	  could	  see	  the	  fires	  breaking	  out	  across	  Punjab	  as	  they	  flew	  between	  Independence	  Day	  celebrations	  in	  Karachi	  and	  Delhi	  (Tunzelmann,	  2008:	  240).	  The	  land	  was	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plunged	  into	  the	  catastrophic	  turmoil	  of	  partition	  into	  the	  Hindu-­‐majority	  India	  and	  Muslim-­‐majority	  Pakistan	  (now	  Pakistan	  and	  Bangladesh).	  The	  second	  section	  of	  this	  chapter	  asks	  how	  it	  was	  that	  communities	  and	  people	  who	  had	  lived	  and	  worked	  alongside	  one	  another,	  borrowing	  from	  one	  another’s	  legal	  traditions	  and	  celebrating	  one	  another’s	  festivals,	  could	  be	  so	  violently	  bifurcated,	  by	  tracing	  the	  identity	  politics	  that	  emerged	  from	  colonial	  rule	  and	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  local	  and	  colonial	  power	  relations	  coalesced	  to	  solidify	  religious	  divides,	  despite	  the	  powerful	  alternative	  attachments	  that	  existed.	  	  	  Liberal	  democracy	  was	  particularly	  implicated	  in	  the	  disaster.	  The	  decision	  to	  divide	  India	  -­‐	  a	  decision	  which,	  as	  I	  discuss,	  was	  far	  from	  inevitable	  -­‐	  was	  made	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  an	  election	  result	  	  -­‐	  a	  result,	  furthermore,	  that	  was	  itself	  structured	  by	  the	  logic	  of	  liberal	  governmentality.	  However,	  this	  fact	  -­‐	  somewhat	  paradoxically	  perhaps	  -­‐	  did	  not	  instantiate	  a	  critique	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions	  in	  newly-­‐created	  Pakistan,	  but	  rather	  appeared	  to	  prompt	  the	  new	  President,	  Mohammed	  Ali	  Jinnah,	  to	  reiterate	  his	  commitment	  to	  the	  strict	  delineation	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres,	  with	  matters	  of	  religious	  belief	  relegated	  firmly	  to	  the	  latter.	  If	  liberal	  democracy	  had	  provoked	  a	  disaster,	  the	  answer	  appeared	  to	  be….	  more	  liberalism.	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  curious	  state	  of	  affairs	  is	  created	  precisely	  by	  the	  blackmailing	  logic	  of	  democracy.	  	  The	  third	  section	  of	  this	  chapter	  is	  shorter	  and	  aims	  to	  bring	  the	  story	  up-­‐to-­‐date,	  by	  showing	  that	  the	  division	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  and	  the	  abstract	  codification	  of	  the	  law	  continue	  to	  be	  a	  malign	  influence	  on	  Pakistani	  politics.	  This	  is	  because,	  I	  argue,	  the	  very	  power	  relations	  that	  are	  constitutively	  important	  for	  everyday	  life	  are	  ruled	  out	  of	  democratic	  contestation	  as	  “corrupt”,	  foreclosing	  a	  debate	  about	  collective	  identity	  and	  everyday,	  relational	  power	  at	  just	  the	  point	  where	  it	  is	  most	  needed.	  	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  although	  this	  chapter	  aims	  to	  link	  the	  events	  of	  1833	  and	  1946/7	  with	  the	  present,	  it	  does	  not	  provide	  an	  exhaustive	  history	  of	  the	  years	  in	  between	  that	  would	  fill	  many	  volumes.	  Rather,	  it	  is	  my	  intention	  to	  license	  a	  remembering	  of	  the	  struggles	  that	  have	  constituted	  Pakistan.	  In	  doing	  so,	  I	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disrupt	  the	  story	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  about	  colonialism,	  rupture	  and	  the	  failure	  of	  peace	  because	  of	  the	  absence	  of	  democracy,	  and	  show	  that	  the	  structures	  of	  colonial	  governmentality	  are	  still	  felt	  in	  Pakistani	  politics	  to	  this	  day.	  	  
Coding	  Religion	  
	  Of	  course,	  Hindus	  and	  Muslims	  existed	  in	  India	  before	  the	  arrival	  of	  the	  British.	  They	  understood	  themselves	  as	  having	  a	  religious	  identity	  and	  made	  legal	  judgements	  according	  to	  the	  dictates	  of	  their	  religion.	  However,	  religious	  commitments	  had	  existed	  alongside	  customary	  and	  tribal	  practices	  (Nelson,	  2011),	  ties	  between	  people	  of	  the	  same	  class,	  linguistic	  and	  spatial	  communities	  and	  intricate	  webs	  of	  patronage	  and	  loyalty	  that	  had	  always	  been	  accompanied	  by	  mutual	  interaction	  and	  dialogue	  (Khan,	  2008c:	  20-­‐22;	  Sen,	  2006:	  16-­‐25).	  It	  is	  likewise	  notable	  that	  Hindus	  as	  well	  as	  Muslims	  offered	  their	  loyalty	  to	  the	  Mughal	  Emperor,	  religion	  not	  being	  seen	  as	  the	  only	  defining	  element	  of	  political	  life,	  but	  rather	  one	  element	  in	  the	  complex	  negotiations	  of	  political	  life	  (Dalrymple,	  2006:	  12).	  The	  pre-­‐colonial	  workings	  of	  local	  law	  and	  jurisprudence	  had	  never	  worked	  according	  to	  a	  strict	  separation	  of	  Hindu	  and	  Muslim	  law,	  but	  rather	  relied	  on	  the	  resources	  of	  both	  and	  was	  continually	  adapted	  to	  meet	  the	  demands	  of	  a	  specific	  present,	  rather	  than	  relying	  on	  adherence	  to	  ancient	  texts	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  84).	  	  	  With	  the	  new	  forms	  of	  colonial	  governmentality	  introduced	  by	  the	  British	  in	  the	  early	  nineteenth	  century,	  however,	  religion	  became	  a	  particularly	  important	  category.	  This	  was	  because	  –	  as	  described	  in	  Chapter	  4	  –	  the	  British	  were	  both	  keen	  to	  govern	  according	  to	  local	  customs	  and	  traditions,	  and	  also	  deeply	  uncertain	  about	  what	  these	  were.	  Consequently,	  great	  epistemological	  hope	  was	  invested	  in	  religious	  categories.	  Religious	  laws	  and	  customs	  were	  known	  to	  exist.	  Thus,	  by	  concentrating	  on	  them,	  Company	  Servants	  hoped	  to	  discern	  a	  set	  of	  procedures	  by	  which	  they	  could	  govern.	  	  This	  focus	  on	  religion	  had	  three	  related	  consequences:	  first,	  religion	  came	  to	  be	  the	  chief	  defining	  characteristic	  by	  which	  subjects	  could	  be	  known	  and	  could	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know	  themselves.	  Foucault	  (1981)	  points	  out	  that	  in	  Europe	  in	  the	  nineteenth	  century,	  sexuality	  was	  no	  longer	  seen	  as	  a	  set	  of	  practices,	  but	  rather	  as	  constitutive	  of	  a	  whole	  species,	  bringing	  with	  it	  not	  only	  a	  style	  of	  life,	  but	  certain	  characteristics,	  a	  discrete	  history	  and	  a	  particular	  personality.	  In	  India,	  this	  was	  true	  of	  religion.	  Second,	  the	  codified	  law	  itself	  became	  a	  key	  principle	  of	  politics	  in	  a	  way	  that	  it	  had	  not	  before.	  Third,	  religion	  became	  not	  only	  a	  defining	  category,	  and	  but	  also	  a	  key	  arena	  in	  which	  Indians	  had	  some	  autonomy,	  as	  the	  British	  attempted	  to	  produce	  a	  private	  sphere	  of	  difference	  in	  which	  family	  and	  religious	  issues	  could	  be	  managed	  and	  resolved	  (Kolsky,	  2005:	  659,	  677).	  This	  was	  entirely	  alien	  to	  pre-­‐colonial	  workings	  of	  local	  law	  and	  jurisprudence,	  which	  had	  never	  conceptualised	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  division	  between	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  84).	  Let	  us	  look	  in	  a	  little	  more	  detail	  at	  each	  of	  these	  consequences	  in	  turn.	  	  
Codifying	  Identity	  
	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  particular	  communities	  were	  understood	  to	  have	  the	  right	  to	  be	  governed	  according	  to	  their	  own	  traditions,	  the	  colonial	  state	  took	  a	  particular	  interest	  in	  how	  Hindus	  and	  Muslims	  respectively	  constituted	  themselves	  as	  separate	  groups	  abiding	  by	  different	  rules.	  The	  usefulness	  of	  this	  sort	  of	  sociological	  category	  for	  the	  British	  has	  been	  extensively	  discussed	  by	  Bernard	  Cohn	  (1996),	  who	  shows	  how	  -­‐	  through	  myriad	  technologies	  including	  legal	  codes,	  the	  army,	  the	  collection	  of	  statistics	  and	  census	  data	  and	  so	  on	  -­‐	  the	  colonial	  state	  was	  able	  to	  manage	  the	  population	  through	  practices	  of	  enumeration	  and	  bureaucracy.	  The	  existence	  of	  religious	  categorisations	  also	  enabled	  the	  establishment	  of	  communal	  leadership	  figures	  understood	  to	  speak	  for,	  or	  represent,	  that	  whole	  community	  (as	  defined	  by	  the	  census):	  this	  representational	  technology	  supported	  colonial	  rule,	  then,	  by	  working	  through	  the	  participation	  of	  the	  governed	  populations.	  	  Muslims	  and	  Hindus	  were	  also	  understood	  to	  have	  emerged	  out	  of	  quite	  separate	  histories:	  James	  Mill’s	  book,	  for	  instance,	  divides	  the	  history	  of	  each	  into	  separate	  volumes	  (Mill,	  1858).	  This	  assumption	  of	  a	  long-­‐standing	  historical	  division	  is	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reflected	  in	  the	  anxious	  search	  for	  a	  set	  of	  written	  legal	  principles	  for	  each	  group,	  which	  tended	  to	  focus	  around	  a	  search	  for	  the	  “pristine”	  ancient	  texts	  that	  would	  reflect	  practices	  that	  had	  been	  stable	  for	  thousands	  of	  years	  and	  could	  yield	  an	  original	  source	  on	  which	  to	  base	  legitimate	  law	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  93).	  The	  notion	  of	  the	  ancient	  civilisation	  of	  India,	  which	  was	  historically	  Hindu,	  sat	  alongside	  a	  narrative	  of	  Muslims	  as	  relatively	  recent	  conquerors	  whose	  rule	  was	  in	  deep	  decline.	  	  Meanwhile,	  extensive	  questioning	  at	  the	  various	  select	  committees	  in	  the	  early	  1830s	  was	  not	  only	  organised	  around	  the	  specific	  religious	  and	  legal	  practices	  of	  Hindus	  and	  Muslims,	  but	  also	  the	  differences	  in	  character,	  population	  distribution	  and	  proportions	  of	  each	  group	  in	  the	  employment	  of	  the	  British	  administrative	  system	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1831d;	  1831a;	  1831c;	  1831b;	  1830b;	  1830a).	  Understandings	  of	  India	  as	  fundamentally	  divided	  into	  Muslims	  and	  Hindus	  are	  shared	  by	  thinkers	  as	  different	  as	  the	  liberal	  Robert	  Rickards,	  who	  would	  prefer	  the	  abolition	  of	  the	  Company	  (1829),	  Utilitarian	  and	  senior	  Company	  employee	  James	  Mill	  (1858),	  and	  conservative	  Company	  Director,	  Henry	  Tucker	  (Tucker,	  1833a:	  149).	  	  	  Religious	  identity	  was	  understood	  to	  impact	  on	  the	  personal	  qualities	  of	  individuals,	  such	  that	  Henry	  Tucker	  suggested	  that	  a	  thorough	  investigation	  needed	  to	  take	  place	  not	  only	  on	  the	  separate	  provisions	  of	  Hindu	  and	  Muslim	  law,	  but	  also	  “on	  the	  influence	  of	  Hindoo	  and	  Mahomedan	  religion	  and	  law	  on	  the	  character	  of	  the	  people”	  (Tucker,	  1833b:	  149).	  Similarly,	  the	  select	  committees	  ask	  questions	  such	  as	  ,”Do	  you	  think	  that	  the	  Hindoos	  are	  in	  an	  uncivilized	  and	  degraded	  state	  as	  compared	  with	  the	  Mohamedans?”	  or	  “Do	  you	  think	  there	  is	  more	  flexibility	  of	  character	  in	  the	  Hindoo	  than	  in	  the	  Mohamedan?”	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1830a:	  136).	  	  	  The	  impact	  of	  ideas	  about	  governance	  as	  analogous	  to	  the	  running	  of	  a	  machine	  also	  intensified	  the	  drive	  to	  categorise	  populations.	  Nowhere	  was	  this	  more	  true	  than	  in	  the	  part	  of	  the	  world	  that	  is	  now	  Pakistan.	  When	  the	  British	  finally	  took	  over	  the	  Punjab	  and	  Sindh	  in	  the	  1840s,	  the	  annexation	  of	  this	  territory	  created	  a	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huge	  administrative	  problem	  for	  the	  British,	  bringing	  the	  familiar	  characters	  of	  the	  local	  barbarians:	  “a	  wild	  martial	  people”,	  who	  had	  to	  be	  pacified	  (Stokes,	  1959:	  243).	  	  In	  response,	  John	  Lawrence	  set	  up	  the	  “Punjab	  system	  of	  government”:	  	   Control	  was	  achieved	  on	  the	  best	  Benthamite	  principles	  -­‐	  personal	  responsibility,	  accountability	  and	  inspectability.	  A	  rigid	  system	  of	  recording	  and	  reporting	  was	  enforced	  […]	  The	  union	  of	  all	  judicial	  and	  executive	  authority	  in	  the	  hands	  of	  a	  single	  officer	  might	  seem	  to	  give	  him	  well	  nigh	  arbitary	  power,	  but	  […]	  he	  was	  obliged	  to	  adhere	  to	  a	  rough	  code	  of	  criminal	  and	  civil	  law.	  (ibid:	  245)	  	  Benthamite	  principles	  or	  not,	  the	  civilising	  and	  disciplining	  of	  the	  Punjab	  and	  Sindh	  by	  the	  British	  was	  attempted	  through	  an	  almost	  frenetic	  mapping,	  surveying	  and	  documenting,	  the	  filling	  in	  of	  standardised	  forms,	  which	  went	  into	  setting	  out	  the	  categories	  by	  which	  Punjab	  could	  be	  governed	  and	  discerning	  how	  the	  local	  population	  fitted	  into	  them	  (Nelson,	  2011:	  Chapter	  1).	  	  
Codifying	  the	  Law	  	  The	  point	  of	  all	  this	  careful	  categorisation	  was	  the	  aspiration	  to	  master	  the	  uncertainty	  of	  how	  to	  govern	  in	  India	  for	  once	  and	  all,	  by	  writing	  down	  some	  abstract	  principles.	  As	  has	  been	  established,	  the	  intention	  was	  to	  “uphold	  native	  institutions	  and	  practices	  as	  far	  as	  they	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  distribution	  of	  justice	  to	  all	  classes”	  (Lord	  Dalhouse,	  Governor	  General	  of	  India,	  quoted	  in	  ibid:	  17),	  but	  only	  insofar	  as	  these	  could	  form	  a	  stable	  and	  rational	  set	  of	  general	  principles.	  However,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  stable	  and	  rational	  general	  principles	  were	  themselves	  unfamiliar	  to	  Indian	  jurisprudence.	  W.	  H.	  Rattigan,	  attempting	  to	  codify	  property	  law	  in	  Punjab	  in	  the	  late	  nineteenth	  century,	  was	  still	  of	  the	  opinion	  that,	  “Indian	  customs	  are	  of	  a	  very	  flexible	  and	  bending	  character”	  and	  did	  not	  easily	  admit	  of	  general	  rules	  (quoted	  in	  ibid:	  309,	  n.11).	  	  	  Matthew	  Nelson	  is	  absolutely	  right	  to	  suggest	  that	  particular	  laws,	  such	  as	  the	  disinheritance	  of	  women,	  were	  not	  “merely	  a	  legal	  fiction	  invented	  (or	  exaggerated)	  by	  an	  array	  of	  inflexible	  imperial	  jurists”	  in	  colonial	  Punjab	  (2011:	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32),	  but	  rather	  emerged	  from	  accounts	  taken	  directly	  from	  local	  people.	  Nevertheless,	  his	  claim	  leaves	  out	  something	  important,	  which	  is	  that	  a	  particular	  fixed	  principle	  that	  women	  could	  not	  inherit	  property	  would	  have	  been	  unintelligible	  in	  local	  traditional	  law,	  which	  was	  rather	  “rooted	  in	  a	  complex,	  practical	  understanding	  of	  the	  specific	  context	  the	  dispute	  emerged	  from	  within”	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  169).	  The	  resolution	  of	  disputes	  would,	  in	  this	  way,	  entail	  a	  good	  deal	  of	  detail	  about	  ties	  of	  family,	  kinship	  and	  would	  take	  the	  form	  of	  complex	  negotiations.	  The	  emergence	  of	  general	  abstract	  rules	  to	  the	  effect	  that	  women	  did	  not	  have	  the	  right	  to	  own	  or	  inherit	  property	  in	  India	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1830a:	  38,	  68;	  Mill,	  1858:	  248)	  -­‐	  which	  would	  have	  surprised	  Edmund	  Burke	  and	  the	  Begums	  of	  Oudh,	  and	  is	  contrary	  to	  the	  provisions	  of	  Muslim	  shari’ah	  law	  -­‐	  did	  not	  so	  much	  reflect	  local	  customary	  norms,	  as	  ossify	  a	  principle	  that	  would	  previously	  have	  been	  negotiable.	  	  One	  important	  consequence	  of	  this	  is	  that	  it	  altered	  conceptions	  of	  how	  the	  law	  related	  to	  everyday	  practices.	  The	  legislative	  framework	  of	  the	  state	  became	  the	  main	  arena	  for	  political	  contestation:	  the	  goal	  of	  state	  activity,	  in	  other	  words,	  was	  to	  produce	  a	  positive	  body	  of	  legislation.	  To	  represent	  political	  engagement	  solely	  in	  these	  terms,	  however,	  elides	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  the	  “state	  is	  superstructural	  in	  relation	  to	  a	  whole	  series	  of	  power	  networks	  that	  invest	  the	  body,	  sexuality,	  family,	  kinship,	  knowledge,	  technology	  and	  so	  forth”	  (Foucault,	  1991d:	  64).	  Thus	  the	  everyday	  power	  relations	  of	  kinship,	  say,	  that	  might	  have	  been	  negotiated	  in	  court	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  complex	  set	  of	  local	  and	  specific	  circumstances,	  instead	  became	  invisible	  to	  the	  law	  except	  insofar	  as	  there	  is	  one	  abstract	  rule	  that	  can	  be	  universally	  applied.	  	  Thus,	  whether	  the	  law	  is	  made	  by	  democratic	  representatives	  or	  by	  unelected	  administrators,	  law	  in	  this	  sense	  functions	  tactically	  in	  two	  related	  ways.	  First,	  the	  law	  positively	  and	  actively	  regulates	  the	  conduct	  of	  conduct.	  It	  does	  so	  not	  least	  by	  reproducing	  those	  categories	  and	  abstractions	  that	  enable	  concepts	  like	  family	  and	  kinship	  to	  be	  understood,	  often	  reanimating	  them	  in	  new	  ways.	  Therefore,	  inheritance	  patterns	  already	  existing	  in	  nineteenth	  century	  Punjab	  were	  made	  intelligible	  by	  reference	  not	  only	  to	  similar	  patterns	  the	  British	  had	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observed	  elsewhere	  in	  India	  but	  also	  to	  entrenched	  ideas	  about	  what	  constituted	  a	  “property	  right”	  that	  could	  be	  inherited	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  The	  result	  of	  this	  encounter,	  as	  I	  show	  in	  more	  detail	  below,	  was	  paradoxically	  both	  to	  preserve	  existing	  power	  relations,	  but	  also	  to	  transform	  them.	  Indian	  men	  not	  only	  maintained	  but	  also	  strengthened	  their	  claims	  to	  cultivate	  the	  land	  in	  preference	  to	  women.	  Furthermore,	  they	  also	  obtained	  new	  claims	  to	  benefit	  from	  its	  commodification:	  specifically,	  to	  mortgage	  it.	  	  Secondly,	  the	  law	  in	  this	  sense	  functions	  negatively.	  The	  whole	  business	  of	  politics	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  reducible	  to	  the	  question	  of	  lawmakers	  “[attempting	  to]	  transform	  local	  economic	  and	  political	  demands	  into	  new	  or	  more	  appealing	  laws”	  (Nelson,	  2011:	  5).	  This	  rather	  common	  way	  of	  thinking	  about	  the	  job	  of	  democratic	  politicians,	  for	  example,	  establishes	  the	  legitimate	  sphere	  of	  contestation	  as	  legislative	  activity	  in	  the	  public	  sphere,	  whilst	  marginalising	  and	  privatising	  concern	  with	  other	  relations	  of	  power	  away	  from	  the	  legislative	  domain.	  As	  such,	  then,	  we	  can	  think	  of	  law	  as	  a	  depoliticising	  tactic	  which,	  when	  it	  is	  thought	  of	  as	  the	  principal	  activity	  of	  governance,	  limits	  our	  vision	  of	  what	  democracy	  is.	  Thus	  the	  understanding	  of	  government	  as	  primarily	  involved	  in	  producing	  abstract	  and	  generalised	  legislation	  was	  a	  new	  phenomenon	  in	  India	  at	  this	  time	  (as	  it	  was	  in	  Britain	  –	  see	  Chapter	  4).	  	  However,	  this	  did	  not	  mean	  that	  local	  people	  did	  not	  take	  up	  these	  discourses	  and	  use	  them	  for	  their	  own	  ends.	  Indian	  resistance	  to	  British	  rule	  was,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  regularly	  articulated	  around	  demands	  for	  a	  uniform,	  textual	  criminal	  law	  and	  equality	  under	  it	  (Kolsky,	  2005:	  682).	  Thus,	  Indian	  resistance	  to	  colonial	  rule	  began	  to	  take	  on	  a	  distinctively	  liberal	  flavour,	  as	  local	  people	  participated	  in	  the	  new	  discourses	  enabled	  by	  novel	  modes	  of	  governing.	  This	  impacted	  significantly	  on	  the	  types	  of	  institutions	  that	  were	  ultimately	  demanded	  and	  acquired	  by	  the	  struggle	  for	  Indian	  self-­‐rule	  and	  to	  understand	  this	  it	  is	  important	  to	  return	  to	  the	  perennial	  subject	  of	  the	  liberal	  division	  between	  public	  and	  private	  spheres.	  	  
Public	  and	  Private	  Coding	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  Rammohan	  Roy,	  known	  as	  the	  “father	  of	  modern	  India”,	  argued	  in	  the	  1830s	  that	  “ancient”	  Indian	  (Hindu)	  society	  had	  been	  governed	  by	  a	  fixed,	  stable	  and	  written	  set	  of	  rules	  (Wilson,	  2008:	  167),	  a	  proposition	  which	  would	  have	  been	  unimaginable	  without	  British	  attempts	  to	  manage	  uncertainty	  by	  referring	  to	  a	  stable	  ancient	  past,	  underwritten	  by	  sacred	  texts.	  He	  furthermore	  suggested	  that	  society	  had	  at	  that	  time	  been	  characterised	  by	  a	  “sphere	  of	  unfettered	  social	  conduct	  autonomous	  from	  the	  dangerous	  and	  corrupt	  realm	  of	  power	  politics”	  (ibid:	  168).	  He	  used	  this	  argument	  to	  contest	  the	  colonial	  legislation	  against	  sati	  -­‐	  despite	  being	  vehemently	  opposed	  to	  the	  practice	  -­‐	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  it	  was	  an	  illegitimate	  intrusion	  of	  the	  state	  into	  the	  private	  sphere	  of	  family	  and	  religious	  practice.	  As	  such,	  he	  was	  appealing	  to	  liberal	  ideas	  about	  a	  separation	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  which	  would	  have	  been	  entirely	  incompatible	  with	  local	  forms	  of	  dispute	  resolution	  in	  their	  emphasis	  on	  negotiation	  rooted	  in	  all	  the	  detail	  of	  domestic	  and	  familial	  ties	  (ibid:	  84).	  	  Yet	  although	  he	  was	  ostensibly	  harking	  back	  to	  an	  imagined	  (Hindu)	  past,	  this	  was	  a	  decidedly	  modern	  idea.	  Roy	  was	  strategically	  using	  the	  space	  carved	  out	  by	  the	  codifiers	  who,	  according	  to	  Elizabeth	  Kolsky,	  were	  from	  the	  outset	  keen	  to	  make	  a	  distinction	  between	  a	  public	  sphere	  in	  which	  crime	  would	  be	  punishable	  and	  commercial	  contracts	  enforced,	  and	  a	  “private	  sphere	  of	  difference”.	  It	  was	  by	  means	  of	  the	  creation	  of	  this	  private	  sphere	  that	  Indians	  were	  subject	  to	  their	  own	  religious	  or	  customary	  norms	  in	  matters	  of	  family	  and	  faith	  (Kolsky,	  2005:	  637,	  660).	  	  This	  is	  a	  notion	  that	  clearly	  informs	  John	  Lawrence’s	  vision	  for	  Punjab	  of,	  “a	  country	  thickly	  cultivated	  by	  a	  fat,	  contented	  yeomanry,	  each	  man	  riding	  his	  own	  horse,	  sitting	  under	  his	  own	  fig	  tree,	  and	  enjoying	  his	  rude	  family	  comforts”	  (quoted	  in	  Stokes,	  1959:	  244).	  This	  was	  not	  only	  an	  idealisation	  of	  a	  romantic	  vision	  of	  the	  past.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  it	  was	  also	  radical	  in	  its	  utopianism	  and	  modern	  in	  its	  individualising	  logic.	  It	  aimed	  at	  the	  delineation	  of	  a	  gendered	  private	  sphere,	  untouched	  by	  all	  that	  Benthamite	  bureaucratic	  control,	  in	  which	  the	  concerns	  of	  family	  and	  domesticity	  could	  be	  managed	  by	  the	  male	  head	  of	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household.	  Not	  a	  description	  of	  an	  existing	  situation,	  this	  seeming	  nostalgia	  is	  a	  future-­‐oriented	  project.	  	  The	  project	  was	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  separate	  economic	  sphere	  of	  activity	  and	  regime	  of	  private	  property,	  understood	  as	  independent	  from	  government	  intervention	  so	  that	  freely	  choosing	  land-­‐owners	  would	  maximise	  their	  revenue	  and	  create	  wealth	  that	  could	  be	  taxed.	  As	  a	  revenue	  manual	  in	  1844	  put	  it:	  “the	  first	  step	  […]	  towards	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  private	  ‘right’	  in	  land	  […]	  was	  to	  place	  such	  a	  limit	  on	  the	  demand	  of	  government	  as	  would	  leave	  to	  the	  proprietors	  a	  profit	  which	  would	  […]	  constitute	  a	  valuable	  [right]”	  (quoted	  in	  Nelson,	  2011:	  15).	  	  The	  “large	  measures	  of	  success”	  reported	  by	  Sir	  Charles	  Napier	  (quoted	  in	  Stokes,	  1959:	  243)	  and	  the	  pride	  the	  British	  administrators	  took	  in	  the	  break	  with	  the	  past	  populated	  by	  “marauding”	  Sikh	  rulers,	  may	  well	  have	  been	  self-­‐aggrandising	  (Nelson,	  2011:	  15),	  but	  that	  is	  not	  the	  point.	  They	  enabled	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  new	  form	  of	  local	  subjectivity.	  	  	  Thus,	  the	  threefold	  logics	  of	  the	  proliferation	  of	  categories,	  the	  codification	  of	  previously	  unwritten	  law	  and	  the	  delineation	  of	  hitherto	  inseparable	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  intertwined	  and	  enabled	  Indians	  to	  think	  quite	  differently	  about	  how	  to	  govern.	  Two	  communities	  were	  now	  understood	  to	  have	  emerged	  from	  two	  different	  histories	  and	  religious	  traditions.	  Importantly,	  these	  histories	  were	  taken	  to	  be	  antagonistic	  because	  Muslims	  were	  understood	  to	  have	  conquered	  a	  much	  older	  Hindu	  civilisation.	  These	  two	  communities	  were	  rigidly	  categorised	  and	  expected	  to	  abide	  by	  the	  laws	  of	  their	  own	  tradition,	  in	  a	  world	  where	  the	  law	  was	  now	  framed	  in	  abstract	  general	  rules	  that	  formed	  the	  key	  arena	  of	  political	  contestation	  and	  which	  were	  governed	  at	  first	  by	  unelected	  British	  administrators.	  Thus,	  quite	  logically,	  Indians	  started	  to	  campaign	  for	  the	  right	  to	  play	  a	  role	  in	  making	  those	  laws.	  In	  Chapter	  2,	  we	  asked	  the	  question:	  why	  do	  people	  demand	  what	  they	  do?	  Here	  it	  becomes	  clear	  how	  it	  happened	  that	  Indian	  nationalists	  began	  campaigning	  for	  liberal	  democratic,	  representative	  institutions:	  legislative	  power	  had	  become,	  as	  they	  say,	  the	  only	  game	  in	  town.	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In	  the	  meantime,	  however,	  the	  newly	  created	  private	  sphere	  had	  become	  the	  one	  arena	  for	  autonomy	  and	  self-­‐government	  that	  Indians	  did	  have.	  Thus,	  from	  Roy	  onwards,	  this	  division	  was	  not	  only	  accepted,	  but	  vigorously	  defended.	  Roy’s	  conception	  of	  an	  autonomous	  civil	  society	  can	  be	  discerned	  in	  Mohandas	  Gandhi’s	  notion	  of	  “swaraj”	  (self-­‐rule),	  for	  instance,	  which	  advocated	  dismantling	  the	  bureaucratic	  apparatus	  of	  the	  state	  -­‐	  a	  “soulless	  machine”	  (quoted	  in	  Singh	  and	  Sundaram,	  1996:	  167)	  -­‐	  in	  favour	  of	  village	  level	  organisation,	  self-­‐help	  and	  community	  support.	  Again,	  the	  paradoxically	  modern	  discourse	  of	  referring	  to	  an	  ancient,	  idealised	  past	  is	  remobilised	  against	  British	  interference,	  precisely	  by	  invoking	  the	  private	  sphere	  that	  colonial	  power	  had	  done	  so	  much	  to	  create.	  	  Sir	  Alfred	  Lyall	  (former	  Lieutenant	  Governor	  of	  the	  North	  West	  Provinces	  and	  Chief	  Commissioner	  of	  Oudh)	  sardonically	  remarks	  in	  1910:	  “thus	  we	  have	  the	  strange	  spectacle,	  in	  certain	  parts	  of	  India,	  of	  a	  party	  capable	  of	  resorting	  to	  methods	  that	  are	  both	  reactionary	  and	  revolutionary	  […]	  preaching	  primitive	  superstition	  in	  the	  very	  modern	  form	  of	  leading	  articles”	  (in	  his	  introduction	  to	  Chirol,	  1910).	  What	  is	  important	  to	  note	  here	  is	  that	  both	  of	  these	  methods	  would	  have	  been	  unimaginable	  in	  late	  eighteenth	  century	  India,	  where	  appeals	  to	  a	  primitive	  past	  would	  have	  been	  perhaps	  yet	  more	  alien	  than	  reading	  an	  editorial.	  The	  division	  of	  society	  into	  public	  and	  private	  spheres,	  with	  democratic	  institutions	  like	  a	  free	  press	  functioning	  as	  a	  link	  between	  the	  two,	  was	  re-­‐written	  as	  a	  crucial	  aspect	  of	  Indian	  history	  and	  identity.	  As	  ever,	  then,	  forms	  of	  resistance	  are	  highly	  delimited	  by	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  in	  which	  they	  are	  intertwined.	  	  
Gender,	  the	  Law	  and	  the	  Private	  Sphere:	  Coding	  Inheritance	  	  To	  give	  another	  example	  of	  how	  these	  three	  logics	  of	  categorisation,	  legal	  codification	  and	  the	  delineation	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  worked	  in	  practice,	  it	  is	  useful	  to	  look	  in	  a	  little	  more	  detail	  at	  the	  disinheritance	  of	  women	  that	  took	  place	  in	  rural	  Punjab	  under	  British	  rule.	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It	  is	  difficult	  to	  know	  just	  how	  decisions	  were	  made	  about	  who	  should	  cultivate	  the	  land	  in	  Punjab	  prior	  to	  British	  annexation.	  However,	  it	  is	  certain	  that	  there	  was	  no	  such	  thing	  as	  a	  legally	  enforceable	  property	  right	  that	  entailed,	  for	  instance,	  the	  ability	  to	  sell	  or	  mortgage	  the	  land.	  This	  is	  not	  to	  say	  that	  no-­‐one	  had	  previously	  had	  the	  right	  to	  cultivate	  particular	  areas	  of	  land	  to	  the	  exclusion	  of	  others	  in	  pre-­‐colonial	  Punjab.	  However,	  the	  right	  to	  cultivate	  land,	  the	  right	  to	  inherit	  it,	  the	  right	  to	  sell	  it	  and	  the	  right	  to	  borrow	  money	  against	  it,	  these	  had	  not	  been	  thought	  of	  as	  bundled	  together	  into	  a	  single	  “right	  to	  own”	  it	  (Nelson,	  2011:	  Chapter	  1).	  	  	  Rather,	  an	  emphasis	  seems	  to	  have	  been	  placed	  on	  keeping	  the	  land	  under	  the	  cultivation	  by	  families	  -­‐	  or	  the	  biraderi	  -­‐	  who	  resided	  in	  the	  village,	  including	  widows	  and	  women	  who	  had	  married	  endogamously	  (staying	  within	  the	  village).	  Thus,	  rather	  than	  a	  regime	  of	  private	  property	  rights,	  there	  was	  a	  complex	  set	  of	  negotiations	  about	  who	  would	  cultivate	  the	  land,	  based	  on	  detailed	  knowledge	  of	  circumstance	  and	  kinship,	  which	  were	  not	  conceived	  of	  as	  private	  matters	  beyond	  the	  purview	  of	  the	  courts.	  Rights	  of	  cultivation	  might,	  for	  example,	  especially	  for	  women,	  be	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  “lifetime	  interest”	  rather	  than	  any	  right	  to	  bequeath	  or	  sell	  it	  (ibid).	  	  The	  colonial	  governors	  did	  not	  arrive	  with	  the	  intention	  of	  transforming	  property	  relations.	  However,	  they	  did	  arrive	  with	  a	  set	  of	  assumptions	  –	  provided	  by	  their	  own	  experience	  and	  set	  out	  on	  those	  ubiquitous	  bureaucratic	  forms	  –	  that	  private	  property	  rights	  of	  the	  type	  described	  above	  must	  exist	  in	  an	  abstract,	  enforceable	  and	  -­‐	  above	  all	  -­‐	  stable	  sense.	  The	  problem	  was	  not	  framed	  in	  terms	  of	  asking	  how	  private	  property	  rights	  might	  be	  established;	  rather,	  administrators	  wanted	  to	  know	  who	  already	  owned	  the	  land.	  	  	  However,	  this	  turned	  out	  to	  be	  an	  extraordinarily	  complicated	  question:	  Matthew	  Nelson	  quotes	  reports	  of	  British	  administrators	  on	  the	  annex	  of	  Punjab	  having	  to	  march	  villagers	  in	  and	  order	  them	  to	  lay	  claim	  to	  the	  land.	  This	  happened	  because	  they	  recognised	  that	  land	  ownership	  would	  lead	  to	  taxation,	  but	  had	  not	  yet	  discovered	  the	  benefits	  of	  private	  ownership	  in	  a	  British	  regime	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and	  the	  access	  to	  credit	  and,	  sometimes,	  legally	  enforceable	  sale	  that	  it	  implied.	  This	  situation	  changed	  rather	  quickly,	  of	  course,	  as	  some	  of	  the	  opportunities	  offered	  by	  the	  British	  property	  regime	  were	  rapidly	  grasped	  in	  the	  Indian	  population	  leading	  to	  some	  rather	  dramatic	  changes	  of	  reports	  of	  custom,	  ownership	  and	  practice	  the	  next	  time	  the	  land	  was	  surveyed,	  much	  to	  the	  consternation	  of	  the	  administrators,	  who	  were	  expecting	  to	  find	  sets	  of	  stable	  practices	  (ibid:	  37-­‐41,	  53).	  	  	  In	  their	  attempts	  to	  codify	  property	  law	  in	  Punjab,	  the	  British	  tried	  to	  discern	  who	  owned	  what	  and	  how	  it	  should	  be	  inherited	  according	  to	  local	  traditions.	  However,	  precisely	  by	  bringing	  to	  those	  local	  traditions	  an	  assumption	  about	  what	  a	  property	  right	  was,	  they	  transformed	  local	  patterns	  of	  governance.	  In	  attempting	  to	  establish	  who	  owned	  what,	  the	  British	  created	  a	  particular	  regime	  of	  property	  ownership	  that	  operated	  on	  the	  assumption	  of	  a	  separate	  private,	  economic	  sphere.	  	  	  This	  had	  a	  particular	  impact	  on	  women.	  As	  the	  British	  continued	  their	  detailed	  work	  of	  recording,	  codifying	  and	  abstracting,	  village	  by	  village,	  Indians	  provided	  information	  about	  ownership	  and	  inheritance	  practices,	  not	  according	  to	  religious	  law,	  but	  rather	  the	  structures	  of	  tribe,	  or	  biraderi,	  that	  already	  prevailed	  in	  that	  area	  (ibid:	  Chapter	  1).	  These	  practices	  seemed	  rather	  similar,	  to	  the	  British,	  to	  Hindu	  inheritance	  practices	  they	  believed	  they	  had	  encountered	  elsewhere,	  with	  their	  prohibition	  on	  female	  inheritance.	  Thus,	  although	  anomalies	  and	  exceptions	  were	  noted	  and	  attended	  to	  and	  although	  it	  was	  well-­‐known	  that	  such	  tribal	  practices	  were	  contrary	  to	  the	  explicit	  provisions	  of	  
shari’ah	  law,	  which	  is	  more	  generous	  in	  its	  terms	  of	  inheritance	  for	  women	  (ibid),	  the	  inheritance	  practices	  that	  were	  generally	  inscribed	  in	  abstract,	  codified	  law	  tended	  to	  disadvantage	  women.	  This	  was	  particularly	  the	  case	  as	  the	  negotiated	  forms	  of	  dispute	  resolution	  that	  might	  provide	  them	  with	  a	  lifetime	  interest	  in	  cultivation	  ceded	  to	  more	  abstract	  appeals	  to	  a	  general,	  codified	  law.	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This	  had	  consequences	  that	  had	  by	  no	  means	  been	  the	  intention	  of	  the	  British	  colonial	  governors.	  First,	  the	  law	  that	  ended	  up	  on	  the	  statute	  books	  related	  to	  tribal,	  rather	  than	  religious,	  custom	  and	  practice.	  This	  was	  not	  a	  matter	  they	  found	  particularly	  troubling,	  as	  they	  intended	  to	  refer	  initially	  to	  local	  custom	  and	  practice	  whatever	  that	  might	  be.	  However,	  it	  did	  have	  certain	  concrete	  consequences.	  Contrary	  to	  some	  claims	  that,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  are	  still	  made	  about	  shari’ah	  law,	  its	  adoption	  would	  in	  fact	  have	  significantly	  advantaged	  women.	  	  	  Second,	  though,	  the	  new	  regime	  of	  property	  rights	  did	  have	  communal	  consequences.	  Mortgaging	  land	  and	  risking	  its	  loss	  to	  (Hindu)	  urban	  moneylenders	  had	  never	  before	  been	  an	  ordinary	  practice.	  Nor,	  when	  that	  option	  was	  introduced	  through	  the	  British	  introduction	  of	  enforceable	  property	  rights,	  did	  it	  work	  in	  the	  rational	  way	  expected.	  It	  had	  been	  anticipated	  that	  landowners	  would	  borrow	  to	  invest	  in	  their	  land	  and	  increase	  its	  value.	  However,	  there	  instead	  transpired	  a	  worrying	  tendency	  to	  spend	  the	  loans	  on	  such	  things	  as	  expensive	  weddings	  and	  other	  status	  symbols.	  This	  created	  a	  political	  crisis,	  as	  British	  administrators	  worried	  in	  the	  late	  nineteenth	  century	  about	  a	  “crisis	  of	  rural	  indebtedness”	  that	  might	  cause	  loss	  of	  land	  that	  had	  been	  cultivated	  by	  particular	  families	  for	  centuries,	  rioting	  and	  huge	  rural	  poverty.	  The	  crisis	  was	  only	  exacerbated	  by	  a	  concern	  that	  rural	  Muslim	  landowners	  were	  falling	  into	  debt	  to	  urban	  Hindu	  moneylenders,	  causing	  worrisome	  social	  antagonism	  	  (ibid:	  Chapter	  1).	  This	  is	  an	  antagonism,	  furthermore,	  that	  has	  to	  be	  understood	  alongside	  all	  the	  other	  myriad	  ways	  in	  which	  Muslim	  and	  Hindu	  identities	  were	  set	  against	  each	  other	  as	  never	  before.	  	  To	  recap,	  then,	  the	  colonial	  state	  did	  not	  invent	  the	  two	  religious	  groups:	  Hindus	  and	  Muslims.	  However,	  as	  part	  of	  an	  ongoing	  process	  of	  managing	  uncertainty,	  colonial	  governors	  categorised	  individuals,	  codified	  the	  laws	  by	  which	  they	  lived	  and	  created	  a	  separate	  private	  sphere.	  Indians	  in	  the	  Punjab	  and	  elsewhere	  took	  advantage,	  as	  they	  could,	  of	  the	  novel	  practices	  of	  the	  British	  to	  consolidate	  and	  transform	  their	  existing	  claims	  to	  land	  to	  their	  own	  perceived	  advantage	  (short	  or	  long-­‐term),	  all	  of	  which	  altered	  relations	  between	  the	  genders,	  between	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families	  and	  between	  religious	  groups.	  Overall,	  the	  creation	  of	  particular	  categories	  of	  difference	  between	  religions	  did	  not	  help	  the	  British	  produce	  knowledge	  that	  could	  describe	  Indian	  society.	  Rather,	  it	  dynamically	  produced	  and	  reproduced	  the	  practices	  of	  religion,	  biraderi	  and	  gender	  that	  divided	  society,	  in	  ways	  that	  offered	  important	  resources	  not	  only	  to	  help	  the	  British	  solve	  their	  epistemological	  problems,	  but	  also	  to	  enable	  Indians	  to	  resist	  colonial	  rule.	  	  
Coding	  Pakistan	  
	  We	  will	  next	  move	  on	  to	  how	  these	  new	  demands	  for	  the	  democratic	  right	  to	  formulate	  the	  law	  played	  out	  in	  the	  Indian	  struggle	  for	  self-­‐determination.	  In	  this	  section,	  we	  will	  -­‐	  necessarily	  rather	  briefly	  -­‐	  remember	  those	  struggles	  to	  show	  how	  they	  were	  structured	  by	  colonial	  ideas	  about	  governing	  and	  democracy.	  There	  are	  very	  many	  good	  histories	  of	  the	  Indian	  nationalist	  movement,	  the	  debates	  over	  the	  creation	  of	  Pakistan	  and	  the	  eventual	  partition	  and	  it	  is	  not	  my	  intention	  here	  to	  provide	  another	  one	  (for	  example,	  see	  Khan,	  2008c;	  Jalal,	  1994;	  Talbot	  and	  Singh,	  2009;	  Wolpert,	  2006	  for	  a	  variety	  of	  perspectives	  and	  approaches).	  Instead,	  the	  point	  is	  to	  show	  in	  a	  focused	  way	  that	  the	  violence	  of	  Partition	  and	  the	  beginnings	  of	  democratic	  self-­‐rule	  were	  not	  ruptural,	  but	  rather	  were	  produced	  by	  and	  continuous	  with	  the	  practices	  of	  colonial	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  	  The	  people	  of	  British	  India,	  of	  course,	  did	  demand	  the	  liberal	  institutions	  characteristic	  of	  Europe	  as	  predicted	  by	  Macaulay	  in	  the	  quotation	  at	  the	  head	  of	  this	  chapter.	  As	  we	  saw	  above,	  this	  happened	  earlier	  than	  he	  would	  have	  expected.	  This	  was	  partly	  as	  a	  function	  of	  the	  demand	  for	  greater	  autonomy	  in	  the	  private	  sphere	  that	  emerged	  with	  a	  particular	  Indian	  liberalism.	  However,	  following	  the	  final	  violent	  overthrow	  of	  the	  last	  Mughal	  Emperor	  -­‐	  the	  last	  visible	  rallying	  point	  for	  earlier	  modes	  of	  governance	  -­‐	  in	  the	  rebellion	  of	  1857	  or,	  perhaps,	  the	  “First	  War	  of	  Indian	  Independence”	  (see,	  for	  example	  Dalrymple,	  2006	  for	  a	  vivid	  account),	  resistance	  to	  British	  rule	  also	  became	  a	  matter	  of	  obtaining	  representation	  through	  liberal	  democratic,	  legislative	  institutions.	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  Through	  political	  parties,	  campaigning	  organisations	  and	  the	  relatively	  free	  press,	  India’s	  nationalist	  movement	  gradually	  fought	  for	  and	  won	  increasing	  political	  representation.	  With	  the	  Indian	  Councils	  Act	  1892	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1892),	  a	  limited	  number	  of	  Indians	  could	  vote	  for	  their	  representatives	  for	  the	  first	  time,	  and	  the	  franchise	  and	  scope	  of	  Indian	  democracy	  was	  expanded,	  following	  Indian	  demands,	  in	  subsequent	  reforms	  in	  1909	  and	  1919	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1909,	  1919).	  Despite	  some	  resistance	  to	  these	  moves	  in	  Britain	  (see,	  for	  example,	  House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1918),	  British	  administrators	  also	  found	  the	  ability	  to	  gather	  information	  through	  electoral	  processes	  useful	  in	  governing	  the	  population.	  For	  example,	  in	  early	  twentieth	  century	  Punjab,	  it	  was	  agreed	  that	  the	  best	  way	  to	  confirm	  and	  ratify	  local	  attempts	  to	  codify	  (and	  preserve)	  the	  bafflingly	  diverse	  practices	  of	  property	  ownership	  and	  inheritance	  was	  to	  put	  it	  to	  a	  “majority	  vote”	  (Nelson,	  2011:	  74).	  	  	  Thus	  the	  introduction	  of	  democratic	  practices	  is	  best	  understood	  not	  as	  a	  process	  of	  the	  gradual	  ceding	  of	  power	  in	  the	  face	  of	  principled	  resistance.	  Rather,	  the	  very	  resistance	  itself	  was	  produced	  by	  the	  very	  structures	  of	  colonial	  power.	  Indian	  nationalism	  enabled	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  freely	  choosing	  subjects	  who	  could	  ensure	  that	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  could	  function.	  This	  is	  not	  to	  downplay	  the	  courage	  or	  sincerity	  of	  those	  who	  struggled	  for	  years	  in	  the	  Indian	  movement	  for	  self-­‐determination,	  but	  rather	  to	  suggest	  that	  this	  is	  an	  example	  of	  what	  Foucault	  calls	  the	  “strategic	  reversibility”	  of	  power	  relations:	  “the	  ways	  in	  which	  the	  terms	  of	  governmental	  practices	  can	  be	  turned	  around	  into	  focuses	  of	  resistance”	  (Gordon,	  1991:	  5).	  Power	  –	  rather	  than	  violence,	  or	  oppressive	  force	  –	  requires	  individuals	  who	  are	  free	  to	  act	  in	  one	  way	  or	  another.	  Nevertheless,	  although	  this	  means	  that	  there	  are	  always	  new	  opportunities	  for	  novel	  resistance,	  and	  the	  position	  of	  subjects	  in	  the	  field	  of	  power	  may	  very	  well	  change	  (British	  rule	  is	  transferred	  to	  Indian	  voters),	  power	  relations	  will	  not	  cease	  to	  carry	  their	  history	  with	  them.	  This	  is	  evident	  when	  we	  look	  at	  the	  history	  of	  the	  emergence	  of	  a	  Muslim	  majority	  state	  called	  Pakistan.	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Voting	  for	  Pakistan	  	  The	  usefulness	  of	  electoral	  practices	  can	  be	  seen	  perhaps	  most	  evidently	  in	  the	  important	  general	  election	  in	  India	  that	  took	  place	  in	  1945-­‐6:	  	  	   how	  best	  to	  find	  out,	  at	  the	  end	  of	  empire,	  who	  to	  hand	  over	  power	  to?	  […]	  For	  those	  engineering	  the	  transfer	  of	  power,	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  British	  ideal	  of	  democratic	  decolonisation,	  the	  answer	  was	  an	  Indian	  general	  election	  […]	  It	  was	  most	  useful	  to	  the	  British	  government	  who	  needed	  to	  rubber	  stamp	  any	  future	  constitutional	  settlement	  (Khan,	  2008c:	  30-­‐32).	  	  	  The	  contest	  was	  thus	  quickly	  understood	  as	  a	  plebiscite	  on	  the	  constitutional	  future	  of	  British	  India	  after	  independence,	  and	  local	  leaders	  immediately	  understood	  that	  their	  strength	  in	  the	  contest	  would	  determine	  their	  negotiating	  position	  in	  regard	  to	  the	  final	  settlement,	  particularly	  whether	  India	  would	  be	  divided.	  No	  province	  was	  more	  important	  than	  Punjab	  in	  this	  process:	  without	  Punjab	  there	  could	  be	  no	  Pakistan	  (Talbot,	  1980:	  65;	  Gilmartin,	  1998:	  420).	  	  	  It	  is	  easy	  now	  that	  the	  entity	  called	  Pakistan	  is	  such	  a	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  feature	  of	  our	  international	  scripts,	  to	  imagine	  that	  the	  election	  result	  in	  Punjab	  was	  a	  foregone	  conclusion.	  After	  all,	  as	  shown	  above,	  British	  administrators	  had	  long	  imagined	  India	  to	  be	  divided	  into	  religious	  groups,	  specifically	  Hindus	  and	  Muslims,	  who	  were	  understood	  to	  be	  entirely	  separate	  having	  emerged	  from	  discrete	  histories.	  This	  sense	  of	  separation	  was	  inscribed	  everywhere	  in	  the	  colonial	  system:	  separate	  canteens	  at	  railway	  stations	  and	  separate	  drinking	  taps	  clearly	  labelled	  for	  Muslims	  and	  Hindus,	  for	  example,	  co-­‐existed	  with	  an	  official	  calendar	  that	  revolved	  around	  separate	  holidays	  and	  festivals.	  Government	  censuses,	  statistics,	  maps,	  rule-­‐books	  and,	  of	  course,	  attempts	  at	  codifying	  the	  law	  all	  relied	  on	  the	  notion	  of	  completely	  distinct	  religious	  communities	  (Khan,	  2008c:	  20-­‐22).	  Most	  importantly	  of	  all,	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  Muslim	  demands	  that	  -­‐	  again	  -­‐	  would	  have	  been	  unthinkable	  a	  century	  earlier,	  the	  reforms	  of	  1909	  and	  1919	  introduced	  Muslim-­‐only	  electorates	  and	  quotas	  for	  seats.	  From	  now	  on	  the	  two	  religious	  communities	  would	  also	  have	  their	  “own”	  political	  parties	  and	  politicians	  (Das,	  1964).	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  Nevertheless,	  there	  was	  nothing	  inevitable	  about	  the	  Muslim	  League	  victory	  in	  75	  of	  the	  85	  Muslim	  seats.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  only	  in	  1937	  the	  Punjab	  Unionist	  Party,	  which	  appealed	  to	  tribal	  ties	  of	  biraderi	  and	  gained	  votes	  across	  communities	  from	  Hindu	  and	  Sikh,	  as	  well	  as	  Muslim,	  agriculturalists	  had	  won	  a	  convincing	  majority	  in	  these	  seats.	  By	  contrast,	  the	  Muslim	  League	  had	  fielded	  only	  seven	  candidates	  and	  won	  just	  two	  seats	  (Talbot,	  1980:	  65).	  What	  changed	  in	  1945-­‐6?	  	  As	  David	  Gilmartin	  has	  convincingly	  shown	  using	  the	  pamphlets	  and	  posters	  from	  the	  1946	  elections	  in	  Punjab,	  the	  existence	  of	  separate	  electorates	  was	  crucially	  important.	  However,	  his	  most	  startling	  insight	  is	  that	  it	  was	  “not	  only	  that	  they	  were	  separate	  but	  also	  that	  they	  were	  electorates	  that	  defined	  a	  new	  form	  of	  public	  arena”	  (1998).	  In	  other	  words,	  not	  only	  the	  specific	  voting	  system	  in	  place	  in	  Punjab,	  but	  also	  the	  very	  logic	  of	  electoral	  democracy	  itself	  was	  crucially	  important	  in	  the	  election	  result	  that	  inaugurated	  the	  violent	  partition	  of	  British	  India.	  	  I	  am	  particularly	  concerned	  here	  to	  show	  how	  the	  structure	  of	  colonial	  elections	  produced	  and	  interacted	  with	  three	  interlocking	  elements	  of	  Muslims’	  resistance	  to	  British	  rule.	  This	  interaction,	  I	  suggest,	  produced	  particular	  tensions	  between	  liberal	  democratic	  practices,	  military	  rule,	  Muslim	  nationalism	  and	  the	  politics	  of	  
biraderi	  that	  are	  characteristic	  of	  Pakistani	  governance	  even	  to	  this	  day.	  First,	  the	  existence	  of	  Muslim	  seats	  produced	  an	  othering	  practice:	  Hindus	  were	  identified	  as	  foreign	  in	  ways	  that	  shored	  up	  a	  Muslim	  identity.	  This	  discursive	  othering	  relied	  on	  the	  threat	  of	  Muslim	  disunity	  in	  which	  “collaboration”	  with	  Hindus	  –	  long	  the	  absolutely	  normal	  everyday	  way	  of	  living	  –	  was	  seen	  as	  a	  particular	  threat.	  Second,	  and	  relatedly,	  this	  othering	  practice	  depended	  upon	  a	  narrative	  of	  Islamic	  history	  as	  one	  of	  the	  coming	  of	  unity,	  which	  brought	  with	  it	  a	  particular	  conception	  of	  time.	  And	  third,	  the	  articulation	  of	  these	  two	  elements	  depended	  upon,	  and	  reproduced,	  the	  existence	  of	  separate	  public	  and	  private	  spheres.	  Let	  us	  look	  in	  a	  little	  more	  detail	  at	  each	  in	  turn.	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Coding	  Hindus:	  electoral	  practices	  and	  foreign	  policy	  	  First,	  then,	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  electorate	  into	  separate	  religious	  blocks	  meant	  that	  Jinnah’s	  All-­‐India	  Muslim	  League	  were	  competing	  for	  votes	  with	  other	  parties	  seeking	  to	  appeal	  to	  Muslim	  voters.	  This	  meant	  that	  the	  opposition,	  by	  and	  large,	  were	  other	  Muslims.	  Thus	  the	  Muslim	  League	  was	  forced	  overtly	  to	  campaign	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  Muslim	  identity	  defined	  in	  opposition	  to	  British	  and	  Hindu	  “others”	  that,	  by	  the	  same	  token,	  they	  produced.	  Thus,	  both	  the	  British	  and	  Hindus	  were	  cast	  as	  oppressors,	  adversaries	  and	  even	  enemies	  of	  Muslims,	  and	  they	  were	  linked	  in	  the	  electoral	  rhetoric:	  voters	  were	  asked	  “whether	  they	  wanted	  to	  trade	  slavery	  to	  the	  British	  for	  slavery	  to	  the	  Hindus”	  (Gilmartin,	  1998:	  421).	  	  	  Activists	  were	  furthermore	  encouraged	  to	  go	  to	  villages,	  find	  out	  what	  the	  local	  social	  and	  economic	  grievances	  were	  and	  -­‐	  whatever	  the	  matter	  -­‐	  give	  the	  solution:	  “Pakistan”	  (Talbot,	  1980:	  75,	  79-­‐75,	  80).	  By	  suggesting	  that	  Pakistan	  would	  be	  both	  Muslim	  and	  independent,	  campaigners	  articulated	  social	  and	  economic	  problems	  with	  two	  linked	  sources	  of	  domination:	  the	  Hindus	  and	  the	  British	  (Gilmartin,	  1998:	  421).	  	  	  The	  Muslim	  League	  campaign	  also	  drew	  explicitly	  upon	  Islamic	  identities:	  they	  recruited	  the	  influential	  pirs	  (holy	  men	  in	  the	  Sufi	  tradition	  thought	  to	  be	  descended	  from	  saints)	  to	  their	  campaign,	  used	  mosques	  as	  campaigning	  centres,	  attended	  Friday	  prayers	  and	  held	  election	  meetings	  directly	  afterwards,	  as	  well	  as	  parading	  with	  the	  Holy	  Qur’an	  and	  asking	  voters	  to	  pledge	  their	  support	  on	  it	  (Talbot,	  1980:	  77).	  	  	  It	  was	  these	  sorts	  of	  direct	  appeal	  to	  religious	  identities	  and	  values	  that	  constituted	  the	  “excruciating	  choice”	  for	  male	  agriculturalists.	  The	  choice	  seemed	  to	  be,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  “voting	  with	  their	  purse	  strings”,	  that	  is	  voting	  for	  the	  Punjab	  Unionists	  who	  favoured	  traditional	  practices,	  particularly	  of	  inheritance,	  associated	  with	  biraderi	  based	  loyalties.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  they	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could	  vote	  in	  accordance	  their	  religious	  commitments,	  which	  included	  some	  rather	  more	  generous	  terms	  of	  inheritance	  for	  women	  (Nelson,	  2011:	  110).	  	  	  So	  far	  so	  unsurprising,	  but	  what	  is	  less	  expected	  is	  that	  a	  rather	  different	  “Other”	  is	  invoked	  even	  more	  prominently	  in	  the	  election	  literature:	  “the	  specter	  [sic]	  of	  internal	  dissension	  and	  disorder	  among	  Muslims	  themselves”	  (Gilmartin,	  1998:	  422).	  In	  particular,	  the	  Unionists’	  politics	  of	  the	  biraderi	  were	  characterised	  as	  divisive,	  putting	  ties	  of	  family	  and	  neighbourhood	  above	  an	  over-­‐arching	  Muslim	  solidarity.	  Crucially,	  the	  Muslim	  League	  linked	  the	  Unionists	  to	  the	  two	  external	  enemies	  of	  Hinduism	  and	  colonial	  rule:	  Jinnah	  suggested	  that	  they	  were	  “the	  primary	  enemy	  […]	  backers	  of	  naukarshahi	  (oppressive	  bureaucratic	  rule)”	  (quoted	  in	  ibid:	  423).	  In	  another	  poster,	  they	  are	  accused	  of	  preferring	  to	  work	  together	  with	  “bigoted	  sectarians	  and	  Mahasabhites	  [the	  Hindu	  nationalist	  movement]”	  (ibid).	  	  	  Division	  amongst	  Muslims,	  then,	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  linked	  to	  British	  strategies	  of	  divide	  and	  rule,	  which	  privilege	  narrow	  interests	  and	  loyalties,	  as	  well	  as	  collaboration	  with	  future	  Hindu	  oppressors,	  over	  a	  broader	  Muslim	  solidarity.	  Thus,	  although	  not	  yet	  formally	  a	  nation,	  the	  structure	  of	  separate	  electorates	  enables	  the	  Muslim	  League	  to	  identify	  internal	  threats	  to	  a	  solidaristic	  Muslim	  identity	  and	  make	  them	  foreign,	  linking	  them	  discursively	  to	  the	  supposedly	  external	  threats	  of	  Hindu	  and	  British	  domination.	  This	  move	  then	  legitimates	  a	  separate	  Muslim	  nation,	  by	  constructing	  threats	  to	  it	  as	  alien	  forces	  alongside	  which	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  live.	  	  
The	  Stories	  Muslims	  Told	  of	  Themselves	  	  Within	  this	  othering	  narrative	  about	  Hindus,	  and	  the	  British,	  as	  foreign	  oppressors,	  secondly,	  a	  particular	  vision	  of	  history	  prevails.	  The	  feared	  disorder,	  confusion	  and	  divided	  loyalty	  amongst	  Muslims	  is	  linked	  to	  the	  time	  of	  “fitna-­i-­
jahiliyat”,	  or	  ignorance	  and	  moral	  chaos,	  before	  the	  coming	  of	  Islam	  (ibid).	  Gilmartin	  describes	  a	  poster	  telling	  the	  story	  of	  Musa	  (Moses)	  and	  Harun	  (Aaron)	  from	  the	  Holy	  Qu’ran	  in	  which	  Musa	  returns	  from	  receiving	  God’s	  covenant,	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having	  left	  Harun	  in	  charge,	  and	  is	  furious	  to	  discover	  the	  people	  have	  started	  to	  worship	  a	  golden	  calf.	  Asking	  why	  he	  had	  failed	  to	  put	  a	  stop	  to	  this,	  Harun	  replies	  that	  he	  had	  not	  wanted	  to	  cause	  division;	  the	  poster	  uses	  this	  story	  to	  suggest	  that	  division	  is	  even	  worse	  than	  idolatry	  (ibid:	  426).	  	  	  Although,	  this	  cautionary	  tale	  is	  set	  in	  the	  ancient	  past,	  its	  invocation	  is	  clearly	  rooted	  in	  the	  present,	  with	  division,	  disorder	  and,	  pointedly,	  cow-­‐worship	  articulated	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  moral	  clarity	  of	  a	  unified	  submission	  to	  God.	  This	  intervention	  creatively	  marshals	  and	  re-­‐articulates	  the	  discursive	  resources	  of	  the	  British	  narrative	  of	  a	  pristine	  ancient	  Hindu	  civilisation	  that	  had	  slowly	  degraded	  over	  time,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  reminder	  of	  Mill’s	  ruptural,	  eschatological	  time.	  Even	  the	  name	  Pakistan	  (literally	  “land	  of	  the	  pure”	  Khan,	  2008c:	  39)	  resonates	  with	  the	  pristine	  connotations	  of	  swaraj,	  but	  reinvents	  it	  not	  as	  a	  legitimation	  for	  a	  free	  India	  but	  rather	  for	  a	  separate	  Pakistan.	  	  	  However,	  the	  future-­‐oriented	  and	  utopian	  narrative	  of	  Pakistan	  as	  a	  solution	  to	  all	  contemporary	  problems	  and	  a	  symbol	  of	  unity	  that	  would	  overcome	  the	  dangers	  of	  fitna	  roots	  the	  community	  in	  a	  linear	  temporal	  trajectory	  in	  which	  they	  are	  moving	  together	  towards	  an	  imagined	  future.	  This	  temporality	  is	  reminiscent	  of	  the	  teleologies	  of	  civilisation	  and	  thus	  rather	  different	  from	  traditional,	  cyclical	  Muslim	  conceptions	  of	  time	  in	  which	  key	  events	  from	  the	  life	  of	  the	  Prophet	  would	  recur	  and	  form	  the	  basis	  of	  an	  ongoing	  struggle	  (Gilmartin,	  1998:	  433).	  This	  re-­‐writing	  of	  history,	  then,	  is	  made	  possible	  by	  the	  colonial	  temporality	  of	  civilisation.	  Thus	  a	  temporal	  othering	  is	  adopted	  and	  reinscribed.	  Now	  it	  is	  cow	  worship	  and	  dissent	  that	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  features	  of	  an	  undesirable	  past.	  This	  hybridised	  othering	  legitimates	  a	  future-­‐oriented	  project	  in	  which	  Indian	  Muslims	  constitute	  a	  unified	  nation:	  Pakistan.	  	  
	  
Public	  and	  Private	  Coding	  (Again)	  	  Thirdly,	  these	  two	  related	  modes	  of	  othering	  are	  appealed	  to	  in	  terms	  of	  a	  clearly	  delineated	  public	  and	  private	  sphere	  and	  the	  freely	  choosing	  subject	  of	  liberal	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democratic	  governmentality.	  Voting	  is	  characterised	  as	  an	  individualised	  activity	  in	  which	  every	  citizen	  must	  interrogate	  his	  or	  her	  own	  private	  and	  equal	  conscience	  before	  casting	  a	  vote.	  This	  vote,	  by	  aggregating	  the	  private	  passion,	  faith	  and	  commitment	  of	  those	  thousands	  of	  individual	  consciences,	  would	  constitute	  a	  transcendent,	  honourable	  and	  unified	  Muslim	  community	  in	  the	  public	  sphere:	  Pakistan	  (ibid:	  430).	  	  	  Thus,	  in	  the	  classic	  configuration	  of	  liberal	  governmentality,	  the	  constitution	  of	  the	  public	  sphere	  is	  made	  possible	  through	  making	  legible	  the	  interests	  and	  desires	  of	  freely-­‐choosing,	  fully	  constituted	  individuals	  in	  private.	  The	  structure	  of	  the	  election	  reinforced	  this	  public/private	  dichotomy:	  although	  religious	  symbols	  were	  certainly	  mobilised,	  it	  was	  forbidden	  to	  suggest	  that	  any	  particular	  choice	  of	  party	  or	  candidate	  was	  divinely	  sanctioned.	  This	  would	  count	  as	  “corruption”	  under	  electoral	  law	  (ibid:	  428).	  Thus,	  religion	  is	  understood	  as,	  first	  and	  foremost,	  a	  private	  and	  individualised	  matter.	  	  	  The	  Muslim	  League	  made	  full	  use	  of	  individualised	  understanding	  of	  the	  Islamic	  faith,	  by	  putting	  forward	  their	  vision	  of	  a	  Pakistan	  made	  up	  of	  the	  sincere,	  combined	  individual	  will	  of	  free	  voters	  as	  an	  attractive	  alternative	  to	  the	  hierarchical	  and	  collective	  politics	  of	  biraderi.	  Jinnah	  declared	  that	  voters	  should	  “vote	  according	  to	  the	  voice	  of	  your	  conscience;	  give	  your	  vote	  without	  fear	  to	  those	  candidates	  to	  whom	  you	  want	  to	  give	  your	  vote”	  (quoted	  in	  ibid:	  429),	  thus	  attempting	  to	  delegitimise	  a	  vote	  for	  the	  Unionists,	  who	  made	  appeal	  to	  the	  traditions	  of	  biraderi,	  not	  faith.	  	  	  In	  practice,	  electoral	  politics	  regularly	  operated	  through	  “matters	  of	  […]	  connection,	  questions	  of	  family	  relations	  and	  disputes	  of	  faction”.	  However,	  it	  was	  precisely	  these	  sorts	  of	  divisions	  that	  were	  understood	  to	  reside	  squarely	  in	  the	  private	  and	  domestic	  sphere	  and	  had	  no	  place	  in	  the	  idealised	  public	  domain	  of	  the	  utopian,	  idealised	  Muslim	  community	  (ibid:	  434).	  Thus,	  the	  claims	  of	  the	  Unionists	  were	  marginalised	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  they	  were	  engaged	  in	  a	  type	  of	  collective	  politics	  that	  simply	  had	  no	  place	  in	  the	  public	  sphere.	  This	  now-­‐familiar	  strategy	  is	  a	  common	  means	  of	  using	  liberal	  democratic	  structures	  to	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rule	  certain	  issues	  out	  of	  contestation,	  as	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  found	  out	  in	  2008.	  That	  this	  technique	  can	  be	  used	  both	  to	  marginalise	  a	  discussion	  of	  
shari’ah	  law	  in	  twenty-­‐first	  century	  Britain	  and	  to	  marginalise	  opposition	  to	  an	  independent	  Muslim	  state	  that	  would	  live	  by	  the	  provisions	  of	  shari’ah	  law	  in	  the	  twentieth	  shows	  the	  flexibility	  of	  this	  strategy	  of	  power	  –	  its	  contingency,	  but	  also	  its	  pervasiveness.	  	  To	  recap,	  then,	  the	  election	  in	  Punjab	  was	  won	  by	  the	  Muslim	  league.	  The	  specific	  discursive	  strategies	  that	  enabled	  this	  victory	  were	  premised	  on	  the	  technology	  of	  an	  election.	  That	  is	  to	  say,	  a	  negotiation	  premised	  on	  more	  deliberative	  and	  less	  quantitative	  techniques	  would	  have	  played	  out	  very	  differently.	  That	  is	  not	  only	  because	  the	  structure	  of	  the	  electoral	  system	  meant	  that	  Muslim	  identity	  itself	  became	  a	  salient	  issue.	  Also,	  and	  more	  importantly,	  the	  delineation	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  meant	  that	  individuals	  could	  be	  encouraged	  to	  set	  aside	  their	  complex	  relational	  identities	  and	  instead	  consult	  their	  individual	  preferences	  not	  only	  as	  Muslims,	  but	  also	  as	  voters.	  This	  stark	  individualisation	  was	  the	  culmination	  of	  many	  years	  of	  the	  forging	  of	  separate	  and	  individualised	  subjectivities	  through	  colonial	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  The	  consequences	  of	  this	  severing	  of	  a	  complex,	  relational,	  multi-­‐layered	  subjectivity	  in	  favour	  of	  a	  privatised	  individualisation	  that	  prioritised	  a	  religious	  identity	  were	  dramatic	  and	  catastrophic.	  	  
Violence	  and	  Partition	  	  The	  historian	  Yasmin	  Khan	  argues	  that	  a	  vote	  for	  the	  Muslim	  League	  in	  1945-­‐6	  was	  often	  viewed	  by	  voters	  themselves	  as	  an	  expression	  of	  a	  desire	  for	  protection	  for	  Muslim	  rights	  and	  solidarity	  with	  a	  broader	  Muslim	  community,	  rather	  than	  any	  explicit	  desire	  for	  a	  separate	  Muslim	  nation-­‐state	  (Khan,	  2008c:	  38).	  Whilst	  elections	  aim	  at	  making	  private	  interests	  legible	  in	  the	  public	  sphere,	  there	  is	  often	  more	  than	  one	  reading	  available:	  “The	  British	  thought	  in	  terms	  of	  territory.	  The	  grey	  margins	  between	  territorial	  nationalism	  and	  other	  forms	  of	  patriotic,	  emotive	  expression	  -­‐	  not	  so	  easily	  linked	  to	  land	  -­‐	  remained	  imperial	  blind	  spots”	  (ibid:	  39).	  Not	  natural	  and	  inevitable,	  but	  rather	  produced	  by	  the	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contingent	  intersections	  of	  local	  and	  colonial	  power,	  Pakistan	  would	  be	  created	  as	  an	  independent	  nation-­‐state	  after	  independence,	  one	  of	  only	  two	  ever	  to	  be	  founded	  specifically	  to	  accommodate	  a	  particular	  religious-­‐national	  identity	  and	  the	  only	  one	  where	  that	  identity	  was	  Muslim.	  	  The	  tragic	  violence	  that	  accompanied	  the	  partition	  resulted	  in	  the	  loss	  of	  perhaps	  a	  million	  lives	  (estimates	  vary	  wildly,	  but	  see	  ibid:	  6;	  Tunzelmann,	  2008:	  265)	  along	  with	  systematic	  terror	  and	  torture.	  It	  was	  a	  violence	  that	  was	  horrifically	  gendered.	  Systematic	  rape	  was	  widespread	  and	  at	  times	  accompanied	  rituals	  of	  forced	  religious	  “conversions”,	  women	  were	  abducted,	  killed,	  and	  their	  bodies	  mutilated	  or	  sold	  on	  “flesh	  markets”	  (Khan,	  2008c:	  69,	  76,	  134).	  The	  slogans	  “Jai	  
Hind”	  and	  “Pakistan	  Zindabad”	  (“Long	  Live	  India/Pakistan”:	  still	  shouted	  every	  day	  at	  the	  Wagah	  border	  that	  separates	  and	  links	  Indian	  and	  Pakistani	  Punjab)	  were	  frequently	  branded	  on	  the	  faces	  and	  breasts	  of	  women	  and	  girls,	  so	  that	  those	  who	  survived	  would	  be	  symbols	  of	  terror,	  the	  new	  nations	  of	  South	  Asia	  literally	  inscribed	  on	  their	  bodies	  (ibid:	  134).	  	  	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  the	  autonomy	  of	  the	  private,	  domestic	  sphere	  and	  family	  law	  had	  become	  the	  main	  arena	  for	  Indians’	  self-­‐government.	  Furthermore,	  with	  the	  ongoing	  blurring	  of	  religious	  and	  national	  identity,	  this	  private	  sphere	  of	  faith	  and	  family	  also	  became	  a	  lodestone	  for	  the	  new	  national	  narratives.	  As	  is	  not	  uncommonly	  the	  case	  (Okin,	  1999),	  women’s	  bodies	  were	  understood	  as	  vessels	  for	  religious,	  and	  therefore	  national,	  identity,	  by	  virtue	  of	  their	  role	  in	  giving	  birth	  to	  and	  educating	  future	  generations	  within	  the	  sacrosanct	  private	  sphere	  of	  the	  home.	  	  Women	  were	  repositories	  of	  national	  identity,	  guardians	  of	  the	  private	  sphere	  of	  religion,	  family,	  kinship	  and	  honour,	  from	  which	  the	  nation	  drew	  its	  power	  and	  identity.	  Their	  public	  violation,	  brutalisation	  and	  murder	  were	  ritually	  coded	  in	  quite	  specific	  ways.	  This	  was	  a	  violence	  that	  was	  not	  ruptural,	  but	  rather	  emerged	  from	  the	  precise	  power	  and	  knowledge	  structures	  of	  colonial	  rule	  in	  its	  sectarian	  and	  gendered	  form,	  as	  instantiated	  through	  the	  power	  configurations	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of	  a	  particular	  electoral	  structure	  and	  a	  particular	  division	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private.	  	  
Liberal	  Democratic	  Beginnings	  	  In	  another	  sense	  the	  violence	  of	  partition	  failed	  to	  effect	  a	  rupture:	  if	  British	  shepherding	  of	  India	  towards	  freedom	  and	  democracy	  had	  had	  catastrophic	  consequences,	  Pakistan’s	  new	  leadership	  still	  nevertheless	  celebrated	  liberal	  democratic	  ideals.	  In	  common	  with	  others	  who	  have	  noted	  the	  propensity	  of	  electoral	  practices	  to	  flare	  into	  violence	  (Chua,	  2004),	  Mohammed	  Ali	  Jinnah’s	  response,	  in	  the	  midst	  of	  the	  crisis,	  was	  to	  propose	  more	  thoroughgoing	  liberalism.	  	  	  Indeed,	  Jinnah’s	  inaugural	  presidential	  address	  to	  the	  Constituent	  Assembly	  of	  Pakistan	  on	  11	  August	  1947	  (1999)	  contains	  several	  echoes	  of	  Macaulay’s	  words	  on	  the	  Charter	  Act	  more	  than	  a	  century	  earlier.	  Like	  Macaulay,	  he	  begins	  by	  suggesting	  that	  the	  new	  state	  of	  Pakistan	  is	  an	  anomaly:	  “there	  is	  no	  parallel	  in	  the	  history	  of	  the	  world”.	  Thus	  ruling	  out	  any	  appeal	  to	  -­‐	  or	  analysis	  of	  -­‐	  historical	  continuity	  that	  might	  form	  the	  basis	  of	  a	  critique	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  a	  mode	  of	  governing	  Pakistan,	  he	  draws	  instead	  upon	  the	  history	  of	  Britain	  as	  a	  model	  to	  which	  to	  aspire.	  This	  is	  framed	  specifically	  in	  terms	  of	  religious	  identity	  and	  draws	  upon	  familiar	  notions	  of	  progress:	  	  	   The	  Roman	  Catholics	  and	  Protestants	  persecuted	  one	  another.	  […]	  The	  people	  of	  England	  in	  course	  of	  time	  had	  to	  face	  the	  realities	  of	  the	  situation	  and	  […]	  they	  went	  through	  that	  fire	  step	  by	  step.	  Today,	  you	  might	  say	  with	  justice	  that	  Roman	  Catholics	  and	  Protestants	  do	  not	  exist;	  what	  exists	  now	  is	  that	  every	  man	  is	  a	  citizen,	  an	  equal	  citizen	  of	  Great	  Britain	  and	  they	  are	  all	  members	  of	  the	  nation	  (Jinnah,	  1999).	  	  	  Regardless	  of	  the	  dubious	  merits	  of	  this	  historical	  characterisation	  of	  Britain	  (more	  on	  this	  in	  Chapter	  6),	  what	  Jinnah	  is	  referring	  to	  here	  is	  not	  the	  desire	  to	  eradicate	  religious	  belief	  and	  practice,	  but	  rather	  the	  continuing	  ideal	  of	  a	  separate	  private	  sphere	  in	  which	  religion	  was	  a	  matter	  of	  the	  “personal	  faith	  of	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each	  individual”,	  which	  had	  no	  bearing	  on	  their	  “political”	  life	  as	  “equal	  citizens	  of	  the	  state”.	  	  	  Alongside	  the	  hope	  for	  “progress”	  for	  Pakistan’s	  future,	  Jinnah	  also	  re-­‐affirms	  the	  arena	  of	  legislative	  and	  electoral	  politics	  as	  the	  key	  legitimate	  terrain	  of	  contestation:	  “the	  first	  duty	  of	  a	  government	  is	  to	  maintain	  law	  and	  order,	  so	  that	  the	  life,	  property	  and	  religious	  beliefs	  of	  its	  subjects	  are	  fully	  protected	  by	  the	  State”	  (ibid).	  This	  invocation	  of	  the	  protective	  role	  of	  government,	  enabling	  individuals	  to	  associate	  and	  accumulate	  property	  in	  the	  private	  sphere,	  then,	  rearticulates	  the	  concerns	  of	  colonial	  governmentality	  as	  well	  as	  prefiguring	  the	  efforts	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  in	  the	  years	  to	  come.	  	  
A	  Democratic	  Pakistan?	  
	  In	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	  Muslim	  League	  in	  the	  1946	  elections,	  we	  saw	  appeals	  to	  a	  national	  unity	  and	  homogeneity,	  which	  denied	  claims	  to	  particularistic	  loyalty	  and	  disavow	  local	  power	  relations.	  These	  founding	  narratives	  of	  Pakistan	  can	  be	  traced	  in	  the	  country’s	  long	  periods	  under	  military	  rule	  (Gilmartin,	  1998:	  435;	  Jalal,	  1995).	  It	  is	  through	  a	  similar	  narrative	  of	  a	  broader	  national	  interest	  through	  which	  the	  army	  legitimises	  its	  position	  as	  a	  ruler	  capable	  of	  behaving	  rationally	  and	  instilling	  the	  order	  and	  discipline.	  Meanwhile,	  the	  constant	  refrain	  that	  the	  country’s	  civilian	  leadership	  are	  “squabbling	  politicians”	  (see	  Masood	  and	  Rosenberg,	  2011;	  Sethi,	  2012a;	  The	  Economist,	  2011),	  also	  characterises	  them	  as	  corrupt:	  incapable	  of	  putting	  aside	  the	  petty	  disagreements	  and	  personal	  interests	  that	  should	  rightfully	  belong	  in	  the	  private	  sphere.	  	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  is	  not	  because	  of	  a	  failure	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  in	  Pakistan.	  Rather,	  the	  way	  Pakistan	  has	  had	  liberalism	  coded	  into	  its	  very	  constitution	  from	  the	  beginning	  has	  depoliticised	  everyday	  power	  struggles	  in	  ways	  that	  have	  been	  deeply	  unhelpful	  to	  its	  politics.	  	  As	  we	  have	  seen,	  then,	  the	  structure	  of	  colonial	  governmentality,	  in	  which	  elections	  are	  fully	  implicated,	  was	  reinscribed	  in	  the	  process	  of	  the	  country’s	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coming	  into	  being.	  This	  brought	  with	  it	  both	  liberalism	  and	  a	  commitment	  to	  national	  unity	  and	  homogeneity,	  still	  highly	  valued	  in	  a	  country	  where	  identity	  constitution	  is	  generally	  articulated	  around	  the	  identification	  of	  an	  other	  which	  is	  Indian	  (Cohen,	  2004:	  93).	  Both	  these	  elements	  bring	  with	  them	  a	  depoliticising	  tendency	  to	  thrust	  the	  everyday	  political	  divisions	  and	  power	  relations	  of	  gender,	  family	  and	  biraderi	  into	  a	  private	  sphere	  beyond	  the	  reach	  of	  electoral	  politics.	  This	  situation	  intersects	  with	  the	  reification	  of	  the	  law	  and	  legislation	  as	  the	  main	  legitimate	  arena	  for	  the	  resolution	  of	  disputes,	  such	  that	  the	  everyday	  negotiations	  of	  ordinary	  life	  are	  not	  viewed	  as	  political	  unless	  they	  can	  be	  rationally	  coded	  in	  the	  legalistic	  public	  sphere.	  	  However,	  in	  contemporary	  Pakistan,	  the	  possibilities	  for	  contestation	  in	  this	  public	  sphere	  are	  even	  further	  severely	  curtailed	  by	  two	  intersecting	  logics	  which	  take	  the	  law	  to	  be	  fixed	  in	  advance.	  For	  Muslims	  in	  Pakistan	  -­‐	  as	  Matthew	  Nelson	  has	  shown	  -­‐	  the	  law	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  already	  fixed	  in	  advance	  by	  the	  provisions	  of	  the	  shar’iah	  (Nelson,	  2011).	  Meanwhile,	  the	  efforts	  of	  democracy	  promoters	  are	  curtailed	  by	  an	  understanding	  that	  various	  legal	  provisions	  -­‐	  particularly	  a	  given	  conception	  of	  inviolable	  human	  rights	  -­‐	  are	  also	  non-­‐negotiable.	  	  Returning	  to	  the	  specific	  issues	  of	  tribal	  ties,	  the	  politics	  of	  the	  biraderi,	  and	  related	  gender	  inequality,	  in	  Pakistan	  remain	  profound	  concerns.	  They	  are	  understood	  by	  practitioners	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  as	  a	  way	  of	  inhibiting	  genuine	  public	  democratic	  participation.	  Attempts	  to	  cast	  the	  politics	  of	  kinship	  and	  tribal	  loyalty	  into	  a	  private	  sphere	  that	  would	  not	  taint	  the	  public	  process	  of	  elections	  in	  1946,	  and	  the	  subsequent	  enactment	  of	  shari’ah	  law	  with	  its	  more	  generous	  provisions	  for	  women,	  did	  not	  eradicate	  the	  customary	  practices	  of	  
biraderi:	  on	  the	  contrary	  they	  remained	  “exactly	  the	  same”	  (ibid:	  111).	  Thus,	  as	  Nelson	  has	  shown	  in	  detail,	  local	  power	  networks	  now	  focus	  their	  efforts	  in	  electoral	  politics	  on	  getting	  leaders	  elected	  who	  will	  enable	  them	  to	  evade	  the	  provisions	  of	  the	  law,	  particularly	  in	  terms	  of	  women’s	  inheritance,	  rather	  than	  engage	  in	  making	  new	  law	  (ibid).	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One	  crucial	  difficulty	  with	  this,	  for	  the	  purposes	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality,	  is	  that	  this	  means	  votes	  are	  controlled	  by	  the	  collective,	  rather	  than	  the	  result	  of	  individual	  decision-­‐making.	  This	  is	  perceived	  to	  corrupt	  the	  whole	  process.	  DFID	  is	  concerned	  that:	  “Social	  hierarchy	  and	  power	  structures	  [by	  which	  is	  meant	  tribal	  organisation]	  especially	  in	  rural	  areas	  strongly	  shape	  the	  numbers	  and	  types	  of	  voters”	  (DFID,	  2006a:	  9),	  and	  its	  country	  governance	  analysis	  states	  that:	  	  	   it	  is	  the	  patronage	  of	  local	  leaders	  rather	  than	  responsiveness	  to	  public	  opinion	  that	  generates	  votes	  for	  mainstream	  parties.	  Thus	  for	  the	  majority,	  electoral	  choice	  is	  less	  about	  selecting	  a	  suitable	  representative	  than	  a	  means	  of	  purchasing	  goodwill	  and	  services	  from	  their	  customary	  leaders	  (Coffey	  International	  Development,	  2011:	  5).	  	  	  Here	  we	  have	  another	  attempt	  to	  police	  the	  divide	  between	  public	  and	  private:	  patronage,	  goodwill,	  local	  affective	  ties	  of	  responsibility	  and	  obligation,	  duties	  of	  kinship,	  family	  and	  honour	  are	  illegitimate	  concerns	  in	  an	  election,	  belonging	  as	  they	  do	  in	  the	  private	  sphere.	  Instead,	  what	  needs	  to	  be	  established	  is	  “public	  opinion”,	  so	  that	  a	  representative	  can	  act	  effectively	  as	  a	  legislator,	  re-­‐enacting	  the	  transparent	  will	  of	  the	  public	  in	  a	  fully	  legible	  code	  of	  law.	  	  If	  elections	  are	  a	  problem	  in	  this	  context	  of	  the	  collapsing	  division	  of	  public	  and	  private,	  however,	  the	  solution	  turns	  out	  to	  be:	  elections.	  The	  policy	  recommendations	  in	  this	  report	  strongly	  privilege	  “refreshing	  the	  electoral	  system”,	  including	  “using	  elections”	  to	  highlight	  issues	  of	  legitimacy	  and	  “shape	  a	  democratic	  process	  that	  offers	  real	  potential	  for	  positive	  change”	  (ibid:	  9-­‐11).	  Understandings	  of	  local	  politics,	  then,	  continue	  to	  be	  articulated	  around	  the	  assumption	  that	  freely-­‐choosing	  individuals	  are	  able	  to	  leave	  the	  intertwined	  power	  relations	  and	  hierarchies	  that	  structure	  their	  everyday	  lives	  in	  the	  household	  and	  community	  behind	  them	  as	  they	  fulfil	  their	  idealised	  and	  individualised	  duty	  in	  the	  polling	  station,	  making	  legible	  their	  individual	  interests	  as	  though	  they	  could	  be	  abstracted	  from	  the	  private	  sphere	  power	  relations.	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They	  can’t.	  The	  assumption	  by	  democracy	  promoters	  (local	  and	  international)	  that	  there	  is	  a	  boundary	  by	  which	  the	  everyday	  negotiations	  of	  kinship,	  religious	  duty	  and	  gender	  relations	  are	  only	  relevant	  to	  democratic	  contestation	  insofar	  as	  they	  can	  be	  codified	  by	  elections	  into	  individualised/totalised	  public	  opinion	  and	  translated	  into	  rational	  legislation	  paradoxically	  creates	  an	  undemocratic	  situation.	  These	  collective	  norms	  are	  simply	  wished	  away	  in	  an	  insistence	  on	  more	  elections	  as	  a	  solution	  to	  the	  problem	  created	  by	  the	  very	  logic	  of	  the	  election	  and	  the	  public/private	  divide	  that	  it	  inaugurates.	  Crucially,	  what	  is	  never	  up	  for	  democratic	  contestation	  is	  the	  very	  division	  into	  public	  and	  private	  on	  which	  liberal	  governmentality	  depends	  and	  which	  it	  constantly	  reproduces.	  	   *	  	  This	  chapter	  has	  linked	  the	  story	  of	  the	  emergence	  of	  colonial	  governmentality,	  which	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  4,	  with	  the	  contemporary	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  we	  saw	  in	  Section	  1	  of	  the	  thesis.	  In	  particular,	  it	  has	  answered	  the	  questions	  of	  why	  people	  in	  Pakistan	  have	  demanded	  the	  things	  they	  have	  in	  some	  historical	  specificity.	  Along	  with	  Chapter	  4,	  it	  has	  also	  left	  very	  little	  of	  the	  story	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  about	  democracy	  still	  standing.	  To	  recap,	  we	  have	  seen	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  not	  a	  guarantor	  of	  women’s	  rights	  against	  a	  violent	  Islamic	  shari’ah	  law,	  but	  rather	  has	  in	  Pakistan	  been	  the	  opposite.	  We	  have	  seen	  that	  democracy	  is	  not	  the	  remedy	  for	  violence,	  but	  rather	  that	  its	  very	  individualising	  logic	  can	  be	  violently	  divisive.	  We	  have	  seen	  that	  the	  inauguration	  of	  national	  self-­‐rule	  in	  1946/7	  was	  not	  the	  rupture	  of	  colonial	  rule	  nor	  the	  beginning	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  in	  Pakistan,	  but	  rather	  entirely	  continuous	  with	  the	  structures	  of	  colonial	  governmentality	  in	  all	  its	  detail.	  We	  have	  furthermore	  seen	  that	  those	  structures	  continue	  to	  this	  day	  with	  consequences	  that	  remain	  depoliticising.	  The	  only	  rupture	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  these	  two	  chapters	  has	  arguably	  been	  the	  one	  that	  took	  place	  in	  the	  early	  nineteenth	  century.	  This	  was	  a	  rupture	  that	  appeared	  to	  sweep	  away	  forever	  the	  narrative,	  relational,	  contextualised	  political	  ethics,	  that	  brooked	  no	  sharp	  divide	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private,	  that	  had	  existed	  in	  both	  Britain	  and	  India.	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Whether	  or	  not	  such	  ethics	  still	  exist	  in	  some	  form	  is	  a	  matter	  we	  will	  return	  to.	  Before	  that,	  though,	  we	  still	  have	  one	  element	  of	  the	  story	  we	  tell	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  to	  look	  at	  in	  detail.	  Did	  history	  really	  end	  in	  1989?	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Chapter	  6:	  Twelve	  Months	  That	  Shook	  the	  World:	  1989	  and	  the	  
Salman	  Rushdie	  Affair 
 
[E]very	  story	  one	  chooses	  to	  tell	  is	  a	  kind	  of	  censorship,	  it	  prevents	  the	  
telling	  of	  other	  tales	  (Salman	  Rushdie,	  Shame,	  1984) 
 This	  chapter	  takes	  on	  the	  idea	  that	  history	  ended	  in	  1989	  and	  disputes	  it	  by	  telling	  another	  tale.	  I	  make	  four	  related	  arguments.	  First,	  I	  show	  that	  far	  from	  being	  a	  time	  when	  Britain	  was	  secure	  in	  its	  democratic	  identity	  by	  dint	  of	  having	  “won”	  the	  Cold	  War,	  1989	  was	  a	  time	  of	  great	  uncertainty,	  in	  which	  a	  new	  foreign	  enemy	  appeared	  to	  emerge	  for	  the	  first	  time:	  the	  British	  Muslim.	  Second,	  I	  show	  that	  this	  uncertainty	  was	  dealt	  with	  by	  a	  vigorous	  reassertion	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy:	  Muslims	  who	  supported	  banning	  or	  censoring	  Salman	  Rushdie’s	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  were	  accused	  of	  being	  foreign,	  undemocratic,	  misogynist	  and	  violent.	  Third,	  I	  show	  that	  these	  characterisations	  are	  difficult	  to	  sustain.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  as	  is	  now	  a	  recurring	  theme,	  the	  practices	  and	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  were	  fully	  implicated	  in	  silencing	  certain	  forms	  of	  debate	  and	  objectifying	  women.	  Above	  all,	  the	  institutions	  of	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  state	  and	  society,	  such	  as	  the	  police	  and	  the	  free	  press,	  were	  engaged	  in	  vicious	  violence,	  casting	  radically	  into	  doubt	  the	  notion	  that	  democracy	  is	  the	  opposite	  of,	  or	  remedy	  for,	  violence.	  Finally,	  I	  argue	  that	  the	  usefulness	  of	  the	  “end	  of	  history”	  narrative	  during	  this	  year	  was	  primarily	  not	  because	  it	  described	  the	  present	  accurately.	  It	  didn’t.	  However,	  in	  a	  time	  of	  great	  uncertainty,	  it	  did	  provide	  a	  much-­‐needed	  guide	  to	  future	  action.	  Once	  again	  (as	  in	  Chapter	  4),	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  see	  that	  teleology	  is	  not	  the	  driving	  force	  of	  history;	  rather,	  the	  events	  of	  history	  produce	  a	  teleological	  narrative.	  	   *	  	  1989	  is	  an	  important	  year	  for	  the	  stories	  we	  choose	  to	  tell	  about	  ourselves,	  particularly	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  stories	  about	  democracy.	  As	  we	  saw	  in	  some	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  3,	  1989	  heralded	  not	  only	  the	  “third	  wave”	  of	  democratisation	  (Huntington,	  1991,	  1996),	  but	  also	  -­‐	  as	  Francis	  Fukyama	  (1989)	  would	  have	  it	  -­‐	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the	  “end	  of	  history”,	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  all	  ideological	  alternatives	  to	  liberal,	  capitalist	  democracy	  as	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  organising	  human	  affairs	  had	  now	  been	  safely	  discarded.	  The	  teleological	  and	  evolutionary	  logic	  of	  history	  had	  by	  this	  account	  ineluctably	  reached	  a	  conclusion,	  in	  both	  senses,	  and	  now	  all	  that	  was	  required	  was	  for	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  world	  to	  catch	  up.	   
 As	  one	  of	  the	  third	  wave	  of	  democratising	  countries,	  Pakistan	  seemed	  domesticated	  at	  this	  time	  in	  a	  way	  that	  it	  has	  not	  for	  a	  long	  time	  since.	  This	  was	  apparent	  particularly	  in	  the	  election	  of	  Benazir	  Bhutto,	  the	  world’s	  first	  woman	  Muslim	  leader,	  who	  was	  noted	  not	  only	  for	  her	  aspirations	  for	  the	  “creation	  of	  a	  democratic	  and	  free	  society”,	  but	  also	  -­‐	  as	  Baroness	  Ewart-­‐Biggs	  put	  it	  in	  the	  House	  of	  Lords	  -­‐	  for	  “fulfill[ing]	  her	  role	  as	  a	  wife,	  mother,	  politician	  and	  public	  figure	  with	  distinction	  and	  elegance”	  (Hansard,	  1989e).	  Pakistan	  appeared	  to	  have	  made	  its	  entrance	  into	  history	  right	  on	  cue,	  then,	  complete	  with	  a	  set	  of	  well-­‐ordered	  gender	  relations	  in	  which	  a	  commitment	  to	  democracy	  and	  freedom	  went	  alongside	  an	  unthreatening,	  feminised	  version	  of	  Islam	  that	  was	  compatible	  both	  with	  a	  proper	  devotion	  to	  caring	  work	  in	  the	  private	  sphere	  and	  Westernised	  norms	  of	  appearance	  (for	  more	  on	  Bhutto	  as	  an	  idealised	  and	  gendered	  figure	  for	  democratic	  values	  in	  Pakistan,	  see	  Elliott,	  2009).	  Whilst	  there	  was	  still	  need	  for	  development	  and	  “social	  reform”	  (Hansard,	  1989e)	  in	  Pakistan,	  then,	  this	  seemed	  to	  be	  -­‐	  in	  the	  terms	  developed	  in	  Chapter	  3	  -­‐	  more	  in	  the	  way	  of	  continuing	  the	  historical	  progress	  of	  what	  was	  no	  longer	  “savage”	  than	  of	  taming	  and	  containing	  an	  enemy	  “barbarian”.	   
 However,	  taking	  seriously	  Salman	  Rushdie’s	  observation	  about	  censorship	  above,	  in	  this	  chapter	  I	  want	  to	  ask	  what	  other	  stories	  a	  triumphalist	  narrative	  about	  1989	  has	  prevented	  us	  from	  telling	  about	  democracy	  and	  what	  significance	  they	  might	  have	  for	  our	  understandings	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  With	  this	  in	  mind,	  let	  us	  look	  at	  what	  the	  British	  High	  Commissioner	  in	  Islamabad	  suggested	  was	  “the	  only	  issue	  causing	  me	  problems	  at	  present”	  (Barrington,	  1989a):	  the	  widespread	  offence	  and	  anger	  amongst	  Muslims	  at	  Muslim,	  Indian-­‐born,	  British	  novelist	  Salman	  Rushdie’s	  novel	  The	  Satanic	  Verses.	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Hanif	  Kureishi’s	  (1995)	  darkly	  comic	  novel	  The	  Black	  Album,	  written	  in	  the	  early	  1990s,	  is	  set	  in	  a	  1989	  in	  which	  the	  fall	  of	  the	  Berlin	  Wall	  and	  revolutions	  in	  the	  former	  Communist	  countries	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  form	  a	  backdrop	  to	  a	  story	  of	  social	  dislocation	  and	  upheaval	  in	  London.	  Hanif	  Kureishi	  was	  a	  prominent	  supporter	  of	  Rushdie’s	  (BBC,	  2009)	  and	  this	  novel	  is	  a	  subtle	  and	  wide-­‐ranging	  account	  of	  the	  “Salman	  Rushdie	  affair”.	  I	  will	  use	  it	  throughout	  this	  chapter	  as	  a	  helpful	  way	  of	  elaborating	  some	  of	  the	  issues	  at	  stake	  in	  1989.	  	  	  In	  the	  novel,	  then,	  the	  “third	  wave”	  of	  democratisation	  is	  a	  matter	  of	  particular	  distress	  for	  Dr	  Andrew	  Brownlow,	  the	  “Marxist-­‐Communist-­‐Leninist”	  history	  lecturer,	  who	  develops	  a	  stutter	  in	  response.	  As	  one	  of	  his	  students	  describes	  it:	  “it	  come	  on	  since	  the	  Communist	  states	  of	  Eastern	  Europe	  began	  collapsing.	  As	  each	  one	  goes	  over	  he	  get	  another	  syllable	  on	  his	  impediment,	  you	  know.	  […]	  By	  the	  time	  Cuba	  goes	  he	  won’t	  even	  manage	  [to	  say	  hello]”	  (Kureishi,	  1995:	  32).	  The	  joke	  about	  Cuba	  underlines	  the	  sense	  of	  teleological	  certainty	  that	  sooner	  or	  later	  (not	  “if”	  but	  “by	  the	  time”)	  all	  Communist	  states	  will	  alight	  upon	  the	  end	  of	  history.	  For	  Brownlow,	  however,	  this	  collapse	  of	  former	  certainties	  doesn’t	  lead	  to	  a	  new	  commitment	  to	  the	  values	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  Rather,	  he	  involves	  himself	  in	  the	  campaign	  by	  a	  number	  of	  British	  Muslim	  characters	  against	  an	  un-­‐named	  blasphemous	  book,	  which	  is	  said	  to	  insult	  the	  Prophet	  Mohammed	  (ibid:	  169).	  For	  Brownlow,	  there	  is	  a	  clarity	  in	  the	  “combustible	  freedom”	  of	  the	  struggle	  of	  British	  Muslims	  (ibid:	  214-­‐215).	  	  	  For	  Shahid,	  though,	  the	  principal	  character	  in	  the	  book	  and	  a	  young,	  British	  Muslim	  student,	  the	  last	  thing	  1989	  seems	  to	  presage	  is	  any	  kind	  of	  clarity	  or	  certainty:	  	  	   He	  couldn’t	  begin	  to	  tell	  the	  sane	  from	  the	  mad,	  wrong	  from	  right,	  good	  from	  bad.	  Where	  would	  one	  start?	  None	  of	  this	  would	  lead	  to	  the	  good.	  But	  what	  did?	  Who	  knew?	  What	  would	  make	  them	  right?	  Everything	  was	  in	  motion;	  nothing	  could	  be	  stopped,	  the	  world	  was	  swirling,	  its	  compasses	  spinning.	  History	  was	  unwinding	  in	  his	  head	  into	  chaos,	  and	  he	  was	  tumbling	  through	  space.	  Where	  would	  he	  land?	  (ibid:	  220). 
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Shahid’s	  narrative	  disrupts	  the	  familiar	  history	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  The	  teleological	  narrative	  that	  history	  was	  in	  the	  process	  of	  ending	  in	  favour	  of	  agreement	  on	  democratic	  values	  is	  disturbed	  by	  the	  possibility	  that	  no	  such	  agreement	  exists	  at	  all.	  Indeed,	  threats	  to	  liberal	  democratic	  identity	  in	  1989	  no	  longer	  came	  either	  from	  the	  old	  ideological	  enemy	  the	  Soviet	  Union,	  nor	  the	  externalised	  barbarism	  of	  terrorist	  training	  camps	  that	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  3.	  	  Anger	  at	  what	  was	  widely	  agreed	  upon	  by	  Muslims	  to	  be	  the	  blasphemous	  content	  of	  The	  Satanic	  Verses5	  	  led	  to	  calls	  for	  the	  book	  to	  be	  banned	  and	  demonstrations	  in	  Britain	  and	  Pakistan	  in	  which	  copies	  were	  publicly	  burned,	  to	  the	  consternation	  of	  what	  might	  be	  called	  the	  “liberal	  establishment”	  at	  home.	  	  	  This	  situation	  was,	  of	  course,	  deeply	  exacerbated	  by	  the	  calling	  for	  a	  death	  sentence	  on	  Rushdie	  by	  the	  Ayatollah	  Khomeini	  in	  Iran.	  As	  various	  documents	  obtained	  from	  the	  FCO	  using	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Act	  reveal	  -­‐	  many	  of	  them	  still	  tantalisingly	  redacted	  more	  than	  two	  decades	  later	  in	  the	  interests	  of	  “maintaining	  trust	  and	  confidence	  between	  governments”	  -­‐	  the	  situation	  strained	  relations	  between	  Britain	  and	  Pakistan	  (FCO,	  2012).	  Even	  more	  important,	  though,	  was	  the	  way	  that	  the	  perceived	  threat	  to	  the	  core	  liberal	  democratic	  value	  of	  freedom	  of	  expression	  seemed	  to	  create	  threats	  to	  national	  identity	  
within	  the	  conventional	  borders	  of	  the	  UK. 
 What	  was	  perceived	  to	  be	  an	  organised	  assault	  on	  the	  fundamental	  liberal	  democratic	  value	  of	  freedom	  of	  expression	  by	  many	  Muslims	  led	  to	  new	  questions	  being	  raised	  about	  what	  it	  meant	  to	  be	  British	  and	  how	  compatible	  attachments	  to	  a	  worldwide	  religious	  community	  could	  be	  with	  secular,	  national	  identity.	  If	  these	  things	  were	  not	  compatible,	  then	  it	  meant	  that	  foreigners	  were	  living	  as	  British	  citizens	  within	  the	  conventional,	  spatial	  borders	  of	  the	  UK.	  	  Thus	  new	  enemies	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  national	  identity	  emerged	  to	  replace	  the	  old	  Communist	  threat,	  such	  that,	  for	  Kenan	  Malik	  writing	  in	  2009:	  	  	   two	  images	  -­‐	  the	  burning	  book	  in	  Bradford,	  the	  crumbling	  wall	  in	  Berlin	  -­‐	  came	  in	  the	  following	  years	  to	  be	  inextricably	  linked	  in	  many	  people’s	  
                                            
5 For	  a	  discussion	  of	  why	  great	  offence	  was	  taken,	  see	  Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  (1990) 
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minds.	  As	  the	  Cold	  War	  ended,	  so	  the	  clash	  of	  ideologies	  that	  had	  defined	  the	  world	  since	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  seemed	  to	  give	  way	  to	  what	  the	  American	  political	  scientist	  Samuel	  Huntington	  would	  later	  make	  famous	  as	  ‘the	  clash	  of	  civilisations’	  (Malik,	  2009:	  72).	  	  	  Within	  this	  transformed	  set	  of	  questions	  about	  self	  and	  other,	  a	  new	  set	  of	  othering	  practices	  and	  a	  whole	  category	  of	  people,	  “British	  Muslims”,	  emerged	  for	  perhaps	  the	  first	  time	  as	  a	  knowable	  group	  and	  potential	  threat	  to	  be	  managed,	  controlled	  and	  contained	  within	  and	  by	  British	  liberal	  democracy.	  The	  remedy	  for	  this	  was	  perceived	  to	  be	  the	  diffuse	  and	  detailed	  techniques	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  such	  that	  the	  new	  others	  of	  democracy	  might	  be	  brought	  up	  to	  date	  through	  a	  process	  of	  civilisation	  to	  accept	  liberal	  democratic,	  British	  values.	  This	  makes	  the	  teleological	  narrative	  of	  the	  end	  of	  history	  particularly	  appealing.	   
 	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  that	  this	  is	  not	  a	  chapter	  about	  the	  philosophical	  issues	  raised	  by	  the	  Rushdie	  Affair	  about	  free	  speech	  and	  its	  limits,	  secularism,	  religion	  and	  blasphemy	  (for	  a	  very	  good	  treatment	  of	  these	  issues,	  see,	  for	  instance	  Asad	  et	  
al.,	  2009),	  but	  rather	  a	  specific	  discursive	  analysis	  of	  the	  modes	  of	  othering	  that	  emerged	  in	  1989	  in	  Britain.	  I	  show	  how	  even	  at	  the	  very	  moment	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  had	  apparently	  emerged	  triumphant,	  the	  terms	  of	  a	  “blackmail	  of	  democracy”	  were	  being	  set.	  Democracy	  promotion	  was	  being	  taken	  up	  as	  a	  way	  to	  control	  threats	  to	  a	  British	  identity,	  not	  directly	  in	  Pakistan,	  but	  amongst	  a	  Pakistani	  and	  Muslim	  diaspora	  within	  the	  UK.	  	  	  I	  will	  begin	  by	  looking	  at	  the	  way	  ideas	  about	  “free	  speech”	  were	  mobilised	  in	  1989,	  thinking	  about	  how	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  of	  freedom	  of	  speech	  created	  and	  elided	  particular	  sorts	  of	  responses	  in	  1989	  in	  practice.	  I	  will	  then	  go	  on	  to	  examine	  in	  detail	  some	  of	  the	  othering	  practices	  that	  emerged	  at	  this	  time,	  showing	  how	  the	  production	  and	  reproduction	  of	  British	  Muslim	  identities	  takes	  place	  through	  the	  creation	  of	  binary	  categories	  of	  freedom	  of	  expression,	  democracy,	  women’s	  rights	  and	  rationalism	  versus	  censorship,	  religious	  despotism,	  masculinity	  and	  violence.	  I	  next	  show	  how	  the	  uncertainty	  provoked	  by	  the	  emergence	  of	  this	  new	  enemy	  was	  countered	  with	  the	  teleological	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narrative	  of	  the	  “end	  of	  history”	  which	  provided	  one	  answer	  about	  how	  to	  proceed:	  by	  promoting	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  However,	  in	  the	  next	  section	  I	  demonstrate	  that	  British	  democratic	  practices	  were	  not	  a	  remedy	  for	  censorship,	  oppressive	  masculinity	  or	  violence,	  but	  rather	  fully	  involved	  in	  promoting	  them.	  Finally,	  however,	  I	  propose	  that	  a	  Foucauldian	  attitude	  can	  enable	  us	  to	  disrupt	  this	  blackmailing	  narrative	  of	  democracy,	  in	  all	  its	  violence,	  by	  making	  the	  facile	  practices	  of	  thought	  that	  underpin	  it	  more	  difficult.	  I	  suggest	  that	  it	  is	  always	  possible	  to	  disrupt	  teleological	  narratives	  by	  telling	  other	  tales. 
 
Neutrality,	  Freedom	  of	  Speech	  and	  Blackmail 
 In	  a	  speech	  in	  Birmingham’s	  Central	  Mosque	  on	  24	  Feburary	  1989,	  ten	  days	  after	  the	  Ayatollah	  Khomeini	  had	  issued	  his	  infamous	  “fatwa”	  inciting	  Muslims	  to	  kill	  Salman	  Rushdie,	  UK	  Home	  Secretary	  Douglas	  Hurd	  laid	  out	  to	  British	  Muslims	  why	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  could	  not	  be	  banned	  under	  British	  blasphemy	  laws	  and	  appealed	  to	  them	  to	  renounce	  violence:	  	  	   It	  is	  not	  the	  job	  of	  ministers	  in	  this	  country	  to	  go	  about	  banning	  books.	  I	  tell	  you	  that	  very	  strongly.	  Once	  you	  start	  on	  that	  I	  promise	  you	  it	  is	  a	  slope	  you	  would	  regret	  having	  pushed	  us	  down	  (Seton,	  1989)	  	  This	  was	  a	  speech	  that	  was	  particularly	  welcomed	  by	  the	  British	  High	  Commissioner	  in	  Pakistan,	  who	  felt	  that	  it	  was	  “likely	  to	  be	  appreciated	  by	  many	  Muslims”	  (Barrington,	  1989b)	  and	  encouraged	  its	  dissemination	  in	  Pakistan;	  this	  appeal	  appears	  to	  be	  based	  on	  the	  explicit	  link	  made	  between	  the	  right	  of	  Salman	  Rushdie	  to	  publish	  his	  novel	  and	  the	  rights	  of	  Muslims	  to	  practise	  their	  own	  religion	  under	  the	  broader	  category	  of	  the	  right	  to	  freedom	  of	  expression.	  Hurd	  explicitly	  spells	  it	  out:	  	  	   It	  is	  the	  law	  which	  permits	  freedom	  of	  worship	  for	  religious	  minorities	  […]	  It	  is	  the	  law	  which	  punishes	  racial	  attacks	  and	  harassment.	  […]	  It	  is	  a	  shield	  and	  a	  refuge,	  perhaps	  more	  for	  religious	  and	  ethnic	  minorities	  than	  anyone	  else	  (Hurd,	  1989).	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The	  choice	  that	  lies	  before	  British	  Muslims,	  by	  the	  British	  Government’s	  account,	  is	  that	  they	  might	  either	  accept	  the	  liberal	  rule	  of	  law	  that	  acted	  as	  the	  guarantee	  of	  their	  religious	  freedoms,	  or	  push	  for	  a	  repressive	  set	  of	  powers	  that	  might	  one	  day	  result	  in	  their	  own	  beliefs,	  practices	  and	  texts	  being	  outlawed.	  In	  crude	  terms,	  the	  blackmail	  runs	  something	  like	  this:	  if	  we	  ban	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  today,	  who	  will	  prevent	  the	  Holy	  Qu’ran	  being	  the	  next	  book	  on	  the	  proscribed	  list? 
 In	  previous	  chapters,	  I	  have	  chiefly	  focused	  on	  the	  way	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  functions	  through	  elections.	  	  Here	  I	  shift	  the	  focus	  away	  from	  voting	  to	  that	  other	  core	  value	  of	  liberal	  democracy:	  freedom	  of	  expression.	  	  As	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  2,	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  operates	  with	  the	  notion	  that	  the	  state’s	  role	  is	  to	  provide	  a	  guarantee	  a	  public	  sphere	  free	  of	  censorship	  so	  that	  individuals	  can	  both	  freely	  reflect	  on	  their	  interests	  and	  populations	  can	  become	  fully	  legible	  to	  governments	  (see	  above	  pp.	  104-­‐8).	  	  	  However,	  the	  sorts	  of	  things	  that	  are,	  or	  are	  not,	  sayable	  are	  constrained	  by	  the	  very	  flows	  of	  power	  that	  constitute	  the	  public	  space	  as	  neutral,	  secular,	  rational	  and	  divorced	  from	  the	  concerns	  of	  the	  private	  sphere.	  Thus,	  by	  assuming	  that	  if	  they	  are	  not	  actively	  -­‐	  repressively	  -­‐	  censored,	  then	  people	  have	  the	  right	  to	  say	  whatever	  they	  like,	  the	  repressive	  conception	  of	  power	  foregrounds	  coercive	  relations	  of	  censorship,	  but	  elides	  the	  productive	  power	  by	  which	  particular	  discourses	  become	  possible,	  particular	  arguments	  count,	  particular	  types	  of	  claim	  are	  taken	  seriously,	  particular	  stories	  are	  told	  (see	  above	  pp.	  108-­‐11).	  
 	  It	  may	  be	  a	  fairly	  obvious	  point	  to	  suggest	  that	  the	  press	  do	  not	  present	  a	  neutral	  version	  of	  events	  and	  therefore	  that	  to	  enshrine	  the	  right	  to	  freedom	  of	  expression	  is	  not	  at	  all	  the	  same	  thing	  as	  equalising	  the	  relations	  of	  productive	  power.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  right	  to	  speak	  does	  not	  imply	  the	  opportunity	  to	  be	  listened	  to,	  nor	  yet	  that	  everything	  can	  be	  said.	  	  Obvious	  or	  not,	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  discussions	  about	  censorship,	  it	  is	  a	  point	  worth	  exploring	  here,	  because	  it	  illustrates	  how	  deeply	  the	  values	  of	  freedom	  of	  expression	  are	  implicated	  in	  the	  production	  and	  reproduction	  of	  existing	  power	  relations.	  British	  Muslims	  managed	  in	  1989	  to	  disrupt	  the	  relations	  of	  power	  that	  dictated	  that	  matters	  of	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religion	  should	  remain	  in	  the	  private	  sphere,	  lest	  they	  threaten	  the	  very	  secular	  edifice	  that	  protected	  those	  beliefs	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  To	  achieve	  this,	  however,	  they	  had	  to	  pay	  the	  price	  of	  being	  understood	  as	  outsiders	  or	  enemies	  of	  that	  liberal	  state	  edifice:	  barbarians	  to	  be	  contained	  or	  savages	  to	  be	  domesticated	  through	  democracy	  promotion. 
 When	  news	  of	  the	  content	  of	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  first	  became	  widely	  known	  amongst	  British	  Muslims,	  in	  December	  1988,	  seven	  thousand	  people	  from	  all	  across	  Britain	  marched	  to	  register	  their	  anger	  in	  Bolton,	  an	  impressive	  display	  in	  a	  town	  whose	  Muslim	  population	  numbered	  just	  ten	  thousand	  (Malik,	  2009:	  4;	  BBC,	  2009).	  No-­‐one	  paid	  any	  attention.	  The	  protest	  went	  unremarked	  in	  the	  press:	  the	  demands	  of	  British	  Muslims	  were	  therefore	  unrepresented	  in	  the	  national	  public	  sphere.	  	  	  The	  protest	  that	  took	  place	  in	  Bradford	  on	  14	  January	  1989	  was	  different,	  however.	  Whilst	  news	  of	  the	  large	  march	  in	  Bolton	  did	  not	  reach	  me	  five	  miles	  away,	  then	  a	  politically	  aware	  teenager	  living	  just	  over	  the	  boundary	  between	  Bolton	  and	  Bury,	  I	  remember	  watching	  television	  with	  my	  family,	  aghast	  at	  the	  images	  of	  a	  book	  on	  fire	  over	  the	  Pennines	  in	  Bradford.	  Kenan	  Malik	  claims	  that	  the	  book	  had	  also	  been	  burned	  earlier	  in	  Bolton,	  although	  this	  is	  difficult	  to	  substantiate,	  given	  the	  lack	  of	  press	  coverage,	  and	  the	  fact	  that	  he	  does	  not	  provide	  a	  reference	  (2009:	  4).	  What	  is	  certainly	  true	  is	  that	  the	  burning	  book	  was	  a	  key	  element	  that	  created	  a	  story	  the	  press	  were	  eager	  to	  run.	  Furthermore,	  the	  leaders	  of	  the	  Bradford	  protests	  were	  more	  “media	  savvy”	  and	  somewhat	  better	  organised	  (Malik,	  2009:	  5):	  they	  understood	  that	  a	  burning	  book	  was	  a	  good	  story	  and	  that	  it	  needed	  to	  take	  place	  right	  in	  front	  of	  a	  journalist.	  	  	  This	  leads	  to	  a	  rather	  entertaining	  story,	  related	  independently	  both	  by	  Liaqat	  Husain	  of	  the	  Bradford	  Council	  of	  Mosques	  and	  Peter	  Chapman,	  journalist	  from	  the	  Bradford	  Telegraph	  and	  Argus	  newspaper,	  to	  a	  BBC	  documentary	  in	  2009	  (BBC,	  2009).	  As	  Husain	  puts	  it,	  “Books	  are	  very	  difficult	  to	  burn”:	  the	  whipping	  Yorkshire	  wind	  “kept	  undermining	  us”.	  This	  was	  by	  no	  means	  a	  relief	  for	  Chapman,	  despite	  the	  fundamental	  importance	  of	  the	  right	  to	  freedom	  of	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expression	  for	  his	  trade	  and	  democracy	  more	  broadly,	  of	  which	  a	  free	  press	  is	  such	  an	  important	  part.	  Rather,	  he	  recalls	  saying,	  “Can	  you	  get	  on	  and	  do	  it	  so	  I	  can	  get	  it	  in	  the	  paper?”	  At	  his	  prompting,	  a	  helpful	  demonstrator	  ran	  to	  buy	  some	  paraffin.	  The	  pictures	  were	  quickly	  transmitted	  around	  the	  world	  and	  the	  rest	  is	  history.	   
 The	  point	  is	  not	  only	  that	  the	  press	  are	  fully	  implicated	  not	  in	  neutrally	  reporting	  the	  news	  but	  in	  subjectively	  in	  creating	  it,	  but	  also	  that	  what	  counts	  as	  a	  good	  story	  emerges	  from	  flows	  of	  power	  that	  far	  exceed	  any	  given	  instance.	  In	  purchasing	  and	  then	  setting	  fire	  to	  a	  bound	  set	  of	  printed	  papers,	  the	  demonstrators	  in	  Bradford	  were	  committing	  no	  crime.	  They	  were,	  however	  -­‐	  several	  weeks	  before	  any	  threat	  to	  Rushdie’s	  life	  -­‐	  doing	  something	  astonishingly	  provocative.	  They	  were	  participating	  in	  a	  whole	  history	  of	  book	  burning	  that	  was	  deeply	  important	  to	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves:	  the	  teleological	  narrative	  about	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy	  that	  sustains	  British	  identity.	  	  	  Thus,	  Salman	  Rushdie	  was	  able	  to	  say	  on	  30	  January	  on	  Daytime	  Live	  on	  BBC1:	  “There	  are	  laws	  in	  a	  civilised	  society	  that	  are	  not	  written	  on	  the	  statute	  books.	  The	  point	  is	  the	  burning	  of	  a	  book	  always	  means	  the	  same	  thing”	  (rebroadcast	  on	  ibid).	  The	  burning	  book	  in	  Bradford	  conjured	  up	  images	  of	  books	  being	  burned	  through	  history	  by	  past	  enemies	  such	  as	  Nazi	  Germany	  (The	  Times,	  1989),	  Communist	  regimes	  (Garton	  Ash,	  1989)	  and	  the	  Catholic	  Church	  (Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  1990:	  14-­‐19).	  It	  invoked	  the	  very	  notion	  of	  a	  civilisation	  that	  had	  been	  struggled	  for	  against	  the	  forces	  of	  oppression,	  a	  democracy	  that	  had	  been	  wrested	  from	  numerous	  threatening	  others,	  a	  struggle	  for	  freedom	  of	  expression	  that	  saw	  enlightenment	  texts	  prosecuted	  and	  books	  by	  freethinkers	  burned	  as	  “blasphemous”	  by	  the	  public	  hangman	  (Nash,	  2007:	  Chapter	  2).	  Douglas	  Hurd	  makes	  explicit	  reference	  to	  this	  idealised	  history	  in	  his	  speech,	  remarking	  that	  freedom	  of	  speech	  and	  expression	  are	  “ideals	  to	  which	  the	  British	  people	  are	  firmly	  committed,	  and	  for	  which	  they	  have	  made	  many	  sacrifices	  over	  the	  years”	  (Hurd,	  1989).	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The	  demonstrators	  were	  participating	  in	  a	  quite	  deliberate	  reinscription	  of	  a	  history	  that	  provided	  the	  burning	  book	  as	  a	  particularly	  emotive	  discursive	  resource.	  It	  enabled	  their	  concerns	  and	  demands	  to	  be	  represented	  in	  an	  otherwise	  indifferent	  -­‐	  if	  not,	  as	  we	  shall	  see,	  actively	  hostile	  -­‐	  environment.	  Blasphemy	  itself	  seems	  to	  be	  the	  only	  way	  to	  claim	  visibility,	  in	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  governmental	  system	  in	  which	  visibility	  is	  all.	  	  	  Peter	  Sissons	  perhaps	  put	  forward	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  here	  most	  clearly	  of	  all	  in	  a	  Channel	  4	  News	  broadcast	  on	  17	  February	  that	  brought	  him	  some	  fame:	  “[the	  freedom	  to	  express	  any	  opinion]	  is	  the	  bedrock	  of	  what	  we	  believe	  in	  just	  as	  the	  Qu’ran	  is	  the	  bedrock	  of	  what	  you	  believe	  in.	  If	  you	  offend	  against	  that,	  the	  offence	  to	  us	  is	  very	  great”	  (rebroadcast	  on	  BBC,	  2009).	  In	  order	  to	  obtain	  the	  attention	  of	  the	  world’s	  media,	  then,	  the	  Bradford	  demonstrators	  are	  in	  a	  sense	  
committing	  blasphemy	  against	  that	  most	  sacred	  of	  Enlightenment	  -­‐	  and	  Protestant	  -­‐	  symbols:	  the	  book.	   
 The	  protesting	  Muslims	  appear	  to	  be	  setting	  themselves	  against	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  values	  that	  are	  constitutive	  of	  being	  British:	  proclaiming	  their	  foreignness	  by	  disturbing	  the	  notional	  boundary	  that	  is	  supposed	  to	  keep	  religion	  in	  the	  private	  sphere.	  This	  is	  a	  forced	  move	  dictated	  by	  the	  very	  terms	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  neutrality.	  Because	  of	  the	  way	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  understood	  to	  have	  emerged	  from	  a	  particular	  history	  of	  opposition	  to	  organised	  religion,	  religious	  claims	  are	  -­‐	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it	  -­‐	  questions	  of	  “personal	  preference	  and	  minor	  matters	  of	  conscience”	  (Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  1990:	  3),	  relegated	  to	  the	  private	  sphere.	  They	  can	  therefore	  be	  made	  publicly	  only	  at	  the	  cost	  of	  entering	  into	  an	  opposition	  to	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  order	  overall.	  	  	  Indeed,	  Hurd	  may	  have	  been	  offering	  a	  form	  of	  advice	  in	  saying:	  “I	  have	  read	  the	  book.	  In	  my	  personal	  opinion	  it	  is	  not	  a	  great	  book”	  (Hurd,	  1989).	  If	  Muslims	  had	  done	  the	  same	  thing	  to	  Salman	  Rushdie	  as	  the	  media	  had	  done	  to	  them	  in	  Bolton	  -­‐	  ignored	  his	  book	  -­‐	  it	  would	  have	  been	  read,	  in	  private,	  by	  a	  small	  and	  politically	  irrelevant	  readership.	  Public	  blasphemy	  against	  democratic	  values,	  he	  implies,	  is	  not	  the	  best	  way	  to	  obtain	  what	  they	  are	  demanding.	  His	  plea	  to	  Muslims,	  then,	  is	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to	  “express	  your	  protests,	  peacefully	  and	  with	  dignity”	  (ibid),	  which	  appears	  to	  be	  a	  direct	  intervention	  against	  both	  the	  book-­‐burning	  and	  violent	  slogans	  that	  have	  been	  the	  price	  of	  their	  visibility.	  This	  shows	  a	  rather	  subtle	  understanding	  of	  the	  usefulness	  of	  relegating	  dissent	  to	  the	  private	  sphere,	  where	  it	  can	  be	  quietly	  ignored.	  As	  Sardar	  and	  Wynn	  Davies	  acidly	  remark:	  “you	  can	  have	  any	  belief	  you	  want,	  so	  long	  as	  it	  is	  not	  useful	  in	  negotiating	  the	  future	  of	  society”	  (Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  1990:	  12). 
 
Foreign	  Policy	  and	  Civilisation 
 The	  freedom	  to	  publish	  is	  constitutive	  of	  a	  bounded	  democratic	  national	  polity	  in	  which	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  provide	  citizens	  with	  cues	  for	  understanding	  their	  relationship	  to	  one	  another	  and	  to	  national	  political	  institutions	  as	  part	  of	  a	  teleological	  history	  they	  have	  shared	  (Bhabha,	  2004).	  One	  of	  these	  stories	  describes	  the	  emergence	  of	  democracy	  through	  a	  long	  process	  of	  struggle	  against	  the	  oppressive	  and	  dominating	  institutions	  of	  church	  and	  absolute	  monarchy.	  In	  this	  process,	  the	  story	  goes,	  both	  books	  and	  people	  have	  been	  burned	  in	  order	  to	  enforce	  conformity	  particular	  religious	  or	  political	  beliefs.	  	  	  The	  figure	  of	  the	  book	  in	  flames	  is	  an	  extraordinarily	  emotive	  one,	  therefore,	  which	  strikes	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  national	  identity	  in	  two	  ways.	  It	  is	  closely	  associated	  with	  the	  images	  of	  barbarism	  and	  savagery	  that	  a	  civilised,	  democratic	  nation	  struggled	  against	  and	  overcome.	  In	  addition,	  it	  attacks	  the	  means	  by	  which	  a	  cohesive	  imagined	  community	  might	  be	  created:	  the	  written,	  printed	  or	  broadcast	  word. 
 It	  is	  instructive	  here	  once	  again	  to	  use	  The	  Black	  Album	  to	  sketch	  out	  what	  is	  at	  stake.	  On	  first	  reading,	  Shahid	  is	  caught	  within	  the	  terms	  of	  a	  blackmail	  that	  is	  familiar	  to	  us.	  On	  one	  side	  are	  the	  affective	  relational	  ties	  of	  community,	  religion	  and	  friends,	  a	  beleaguered	  minority	  who	  are	  beset	  by	  violence,	  discrimination	  and	  injustice	  in	  their	  everyday	  lives	  without	  any	  meaningful	  support	  from	  the	  British	  state.	  They	  are	  now	  organising	  their	  calls	  to	  solidarity	  around	  their	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passionate	  and	  deeply	  earnest	  campaign	  against	  this	  book,	  alongside	  struggles	  to	  maintain	  traditional	  relations	  of	  gender	  and	  family.	  On	  the	  other,	  is	  the	  rational,	  liberal,	  democratic	  Britain	  in	  which	  Shahid’s	  father	  has	  always	  wanted	  him	  to	  “belong”,	  and	  Deedee	  Osgood,	  feminist	  college	  lecturer	  -­‐	  	  always	  “laughing	  […]	  so	  brightly	  alive”	  (Kureishi,	  1995:	  221)	  -­‐	  staunch	  in	  her	  opposition	  to	  censorship,	  fierce	  in	  her	  defence	  of	  freedom,	  including	  her	  own	  unfettered	  sexuality	  	  and	  rather	  relaxed	  attitude	  to	  the	  rules	  of	  professional	  conduct	  with	  young	  male	  students	  like	  Shahid.	   
 On	  the	  face	  of	  it,	  then,	  there	  is	  in	  1989	  a	  clear	  binary	  choice	  to	  be	  made,	  a	  choice	  that	  comes	  down	  to	  an	  acceptance	  or	  rejection	  of	  civilised	  British	  values	  and	  their	  insistence	  that	  emotion,	  religion	  and	  relational	  ties	  belong	  in	  the	  private	  sphere.	  The	  protestors	  in	  Bradford	  were	  described	  in	  Parliament	  by	  MP	  Tony	  Marlow	  as	  “alien	  people	  with	  little	  commitment	  to	  our	  country	  or	  way	  of	  life”	  (Hansard,	  1989d),	  whilst	  the	  very	  citizenship	  rights	  of	  some	  of	  Rushdie’s	  most	  stringent	  critics	  were	  also	  queried	  in	  Parliament	  (Hansard,	  1989b).	  	  	  For	  some	  this	  an	  explicit	  question	  of	  pitting	  civilisation	  against	  barbarian	  outsiders.	  For	  the	  widely-­‐read	  and	  populist	  Sun	  newspaper,	  for	  instance,	  the	  very	  integrity	  of	  Britain	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  at	  stake.	  Alongside	  calls	  physically	  to	  deport	  those	  making	  death	  threats	  against	  him,	  they	  also	  seek	  to	  externalise	  the	  problem	  by	  focusing	  on	  Iran:	  	  	   If	  we	  allow	  a	  blood	  lust	  hooligan	  like	  [British	  citizen]	  Sayed	  Abdul	  Quddus	  walk	  the	  streets,	  the	  Ayatollah	  will	  have	  beaten	  the	  British	  race	  more	  surely	  than	  if	  he	  had	  dropped	  an	  atomic	  bomb	  on	  Westminster	  (Macdonald	  Hull,	  1989:	  9).	  	  	  Note	  that	  democracy,	  as	  symbolised	  by	  Westminster	  is,	  as	  ever,	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  understandings	  about	  Britishness.	  Similarly	  the	  News	  of	  the	  World	  	  (the	  Sun’s	  then	  sister	  paper	  on	  Sundays)	  raises	  the	  stakes	  of	  individuals	  Muslims	  breaking	  the	  law	  by	  inciting	  murder,	  such	  that	  it	  becomes	  not	  an	  individual	  instance	  of	  criminality,	  but	  rather	  a	  matter	  of	  national	  security	  and	  even	  survival:	  “Fanatical	  Muslims	  breaking	  the	  law	  must	  stop.	  Otherwise	  it’ll	  no	  longer	  be	  Britain”	  (The	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News	  of	  the	  World,	  1989c:	  8).	  Elsewhere,	  specifically	  invoking	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  as	  “the	  last	  time	  Britain	  faced	  a	  wicked	  dictatorship”,	  the	  Sun	  proposes	  that	  a	  bombing	  raid	  on	  Iran	  by	  the	  RAF	  would	  be	  the	  most	  effective	  means	  to	  “persuade	  the	  Mullahs	  of	  the	  wrongness	  of	  their	  ways”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989e:	  6).	  Meanwhile,	  the	  externalised	  enemies	  of	  democracy	  are	  characterised	  as	  “medieval	  crackpots”	  (ibid),	  bringing	  in	  a	  familiar	  temporal	  dimension	  alongside	  a	  distinction	  between	  Western	  rationality	  and	  Islamic	  insanity. 
 Outside	  the	  pages	  of	  the	  tabloids,	  a	  temporal	  and	  spatial	  othering	  is	  likewise	  invoked	  in	  the	  name	  of	  civilisation	  and	  democracy.	  Frances	  D’Souza	  who	  headed	  up	  the	  Rushdie	  Defence	  Committee	  of	  his	  supporters	  puts	  it	  like	  this:	  	  	   These	  religious	  fanatics,	  wherever	  they	  came	  from,	  were	  making	  a	  statement	  about	  what	  their	  beliefs	  were.	  We	  should	  be	  equally	  strong	  in	  making	  a	  statement	  about	  what	  our	  beliefs	  were,	  ie	  that	  freedom	  expression	  is	  the	  cornerstone	  of	  democracy	  and	  had	  to	  prevail	  (BBC,	  2009).	  	  	  Here	  we	  have	  a	  statement	  that	  “religious	  fanatics”	  come	  from	  elsewhere	  and	  are	  separate	  both	  spatially	  and	  conceptually	  from	  the	  “we”	  -­‐	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  community	  -­‐	  that	  constitutes	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  nation.	  Meanwhile,	  and	  with	  similar	  effects,	  the	  temporal	  othering	  implicit	  in	  the	  idea	  of	  “civilisation”	  is	  everywhere,	  with	  figures	  from	  the	  high-­‐profile	  cultural	  commentator	  Melvyn	  Bragg	  to	  the	  heroic	  figure	  of	  Václav	  Havel	  -­‐	  just	  coming	  to	  prominence	  as	  the	  third	  wave	  of	  democratisation	  begins	  to	  sweep	  over	  Europe	  -­‐	  proclaiming	  that	  Britain	  and	  the	  world	  could	  not	  be	  civilised,	  if	  Salman	  Rushdie	  could	  not	  be	  free	  to	  express	  his	  opinions	  (Winder,	  1989;	  Havel,	  1989).	  	  	  Casting	  the	  protestors	  as	  the	  barbarian	  “other”	  of	  civilisation	  is	  the	  obvious	  corollary	  of	  this	  move,	  as	  happened	  most	  vehemently	  in	  the	  House	  of	  Lords	  when	  Lord	  Stoddart	  rhetorically	  asked:	  	  	   Is	  it	  not	  a	  fact	  that	  book	  burning,	  threats	  to	  publishers,	  threats	  to	  organisers	  of	  proper	  and	  legal	  meetings,	  and	  incitement	  of	  a	  mob	  to	  murder	  a	  fellow	  citizen	  is	  not	  Moslem	  [sic]	  fundamentalism;	  it	  is	  naked,	  brutal	  and	  primitive	  fascism?”	  (Hansard,	  1989c)	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  In	  this	  conflation	  of	  legal	  book	  burning	  and	  illegal	  threats	  and	  incitement,	  a	  primitive	  and	  violent	  imagined	  past	  and	  the	  more	  recent	  fascist	  (book-­‐burning)	  others	  of	  Britain,	  this	  question	  brings	  together	  the	  fears	  about	  democracy,	  civilisation	  and	  the	  threatening	  barbarian	  that	  are	  circulating	  in	  the	  discourse	  of	  the	  time.	   
 Malise	  Ruthven,	  former	  professor	  of	  Islamic	  studies	  (and	  author	  of	  Islam:	  A	  Very	  
Short	  Introduction	  intended	  for	  a	  general	  audience,	  Ruthven,	  2012),	  wrote	  one	  of	  the	  first	  books	  to	  discuss	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  affair	  and,	  in	  a	  extract	  that	  seems	  to	  sum	  up	  the	  complex	  web	  of	  modes	  of	  othering	  that	  are	  circulating	  around	  the	  protestors,	  he	  opens	  with	  the	  following	  description	  of	  the	  large	  demonstration	  that	  took	  place	  on	  27	  May	  1989: 
 They	  came	  in	  their	  thousands	  from	  Bradford	  and	  Dewsbury,	  Bolton	  and	  Macclesfield	  […]	  They	  wore	  white	  hats	  and	  long,	  baggy	  trousers,	  with	  flapping	  shirt	  tails.	  Most	  of	  them	  were	  bearded;	  the	  older	  men	  looked	  wild	  and	  scraggy	  with	  curly	  grey-­‐flecked	  beards	  	  -­‐	  they	  were	  mountain	  men	  from	  Punjab,	  farmers	  from	  the	  Ganges	  delta,	  peasants	  from	  the	  hills	  of	  Mirpur	  and	  Campbellpur.	  After	  decades	  of	  living	  in	  Britain,	  they	  still	  seemed	  utterly	  foreign:	  even	  in	  Hyde	  Park,	  a	  most	  cosmopolitan	  part	  of	  a	  very	  cosmopolitan	  city	  [...],	  they	  were	  aliens	  […]	  they	  seemed	  like	  men	  from	  the	  sticks,	  irredeemably	  provincial	  (Ruthven,	  1990:	  1) 
 The	  externalisation	  of	  these	  protestors	  is	  taking	  place	  on	  three	  inter-­‐related	  levels,	  here.	  They	  are,	  first,	  “foreign”	  by	  dint	  of	  their	  backgrounds	  in	  Pakistan.	  Second,	  they	  are	  out-­‐of-­‐step	  with	  the	  times,	  harking	  back	  to	  a	  rural	  or	  traditional	  past	  that	  can	  be	  accommodated	  only	  uncomfortably	  in	  that	  icon	  of	  the	  disorderly	  post-­‐modern,	  the	  “cosmopolitan	  city”.	  This	  highlights	  the	  third	  mode	  of	  othering,	  which	  is	  to	  suggest	  that	  they	  are	  “provincial”	  -­‐	  here,	  I	  mean	  not	  only	  that	  their	  concerns	  come	  from	  a	  distant,	  disconnected	  part	  of	  the	  world,	  but	  also	  that	  they	  are	  redolent	  of	  an	  English	  industrial	  past	  that	  is	  in	  decline	  in	  the	  face	  of	  modernising	  history.	  The	  Northern	  mill	  towns	  of	  Bolton	  and	  Bradford	  seem	  to	  be	  as	  much	  an	  anachronistic	  relic	  of	  Britain’s	  colonial	  past	  as	  the	  Empire	  that	  bought	  their	  products	  and	  so	  too	  do	  the	  immigrants	  who	  came	  to	  work	  in	  their	  now	  derelict	  factories. 
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 As	  the	  extract	  above	  shows,	  forms	  of	  othering	  populate	  perceptions	  of	  Bradford,	  the	  small	  Yorkshire	  mill	  town	  that	  hit	  the	  headlines	  in	  January	  1989.	  Although	  the	  1991	  census	  suggests	  that	  the	  town’s	  Muslim	  population	  (which	  was	  overwhelmingly	  of	  Pakistani	  heritage)	  was	  significant	  but	  still	  very	  much	  a	  minority	  of	  around	  thirteen	  per	  cent	  (Valentine,	  2006:	  9),	  Conservative	  MP	  John	  Townend	  caused	  consternation	  among	  anti-­‐racist	  activists	  by	  stating	  that	  the	  town	  had	  become	  “another	  Pakistan”	  (Wintour,	  1989).	  	  	  The	  term	  “the	  Bradford	  book-­‐burners”	  quickly	  sprang	  up	  as	  a	  shorthand	  for	  the	  more	  provocative	  Muslim	  protestors,	  as	  epitomised	  by	  the	  Bradford	  Council	  of	  Mosques	  (see,	  for	  example	  Neuberger,	  1989;	  The	  Independent,	  1989;	  Rosenthal,	  1989;	  The	  News	  of	  the	  World,	  1989a:	  8),	  whilst	  the	  Independent	  suggested	  that:	  “Religious	  trouble	  involving	  Islam	  always	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  become	  racial	  trouble.	  Ask	  Bradford”	  (Brown,	  1989).	  Meanwhile,	  the	  Sun	  -­‐	  with	  its	  very	  different	  and	  more	  populist	  politics	  -­‐	  criticises	  a	  decision	  by	  Channel	  4	  to	  dedicate	  six	  hours	  of	  broadcast	  time	  to	  a	  dramatisation	  of	  the	  classic	  Hindu	  text	  
The	  Mahabharata	  by	  speculating	  “it	  must	  have	  got	  them	  their	  highest	  viewing	  figures	  ever	  -­‐	  in	  Bradford”	  adding	  that	  “not	  even	  the	  maddest	  mullah”	  in	  that	  town	  could	  have	  enjoyed	  it	  in	  its	  entirety	  (The	  Sun,	  1989a:	  17).	  Leaving	  aside	  a	  bizarre	  ignorance	  about	  the	  different	  religions	  of	  the	  Indian	  subcontinent,	  this	  intervention	  is	  particularly	  interesting	  for	  the	  remedy	  it	  suggests:	  “perhaps	  they	  could	  use	  it	  as	  a	  springboard	  for	  a	  series	  closer	  to	  home	  -­‐	  about	  King	  Arthur	  or	  the	  Crusades”	  (ibid).	  	  A	  reassertion	  of	  the	  more	  usual	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves,	  then,	  is	  the	  remedy	  for	  foreign	  practices	  of	  thought.	  	  Anxiety	  about	  the	  Muslim	  protests,	  then,	  became	  focused	  on	  Bradford	  as	  a	  site	  of	  foreignness	  threatening	  the	  very	  integrity	  of	  British	  borders	  with	  its	  spectacular	  propensity	  for	  seemingly	  barbaric	  behaviour.	  Bradford	  appeared	  to	  be	  located	  in	  a	  precarious	  position	  that	  seemed	  neither	  quite	  inside	  nor	  outside.	  This	  is	  an	  important	  point	  because	  it	  once	  again	  demonstrates	  that	  as	  concerns	  about	  identity	  became	  increasingly	  salient	  following	  the	  uncertainty	  provoked	  by	  the	  “end	  of	  history”,	  the	  border	  between	  the	  UK	  and	  Pakistan	  is	  increasingly	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understood	  to	  be	  located	  not	  in	  airports	  or	  even	  immigration	  queues,	  but	  in	  the	  minutiae	  of	  daily	  life	  in	  the	  Northern	  mill	  towns,	  including	  the	  shared	  history	  promoted	  by	  television	  broadcasts.	   
 It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note	  that	  whilst	  it	  took	  a	  death	  sentence	  from	  the	  Ayatollah	  Khomeini	  for	  the	  Sun	  to	  hail	  Salman	  Rushdie	  as	  a	  “genius”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989c:	  6),	  support	  for	  him	  was	  not	  always	  so	  wholehearted.	  A	  certain	  disapproval	  of	  bringing	  religion	  into	  the	  public	  sphere	  appears,	  at	  least	  for	  some,	  to	  apply	  to	  Rushdie	  as	  much	  as	  to	  his	  Muslim	  critics.	  Thus	  Geoffrey	  Howe,	  the	  Foreign	  Secretary,	  is	  able	  to	  state	  on	  the	  BBC	  World	  Service	  that	  “we	  understand	  why	  people	  of	  the	  Muslim	  faith,	  which	  we	  respect,	  resent	  what	  is	  said	  about	  their	  faith”	  (rebroadcast	  in	  BBC,	  2009).	  Other	  politicians,	  including	  Prime	  Minister,	  Margaret	  Thatcher,	  joined	  in	  this	  distancing	  from	  Salman	  Rushdie,	  with	  Norman	  Tebbit	  (former	  Chair	  of	  the	  ruling	  Conservative	  Party	  and	  prominent	  ally	  of	  Thatcher)	  going	  so	  far	  as	  to	  call	  Rushdie	  “an	  outstanding	  villain”	  (Malik,	  2009:	  33).	  Whilst	  Kenan	  Malik	  views	  this	  reaction	  from	  British	  Conservative	  politicians	  as	  a	  lamentable	  moral	  quiescence	  to	  illiberal	  demands,	  in	  fact	  this	  ambivalence	  towards	  Rushdie	  is	  entirely	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  logic	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  Blasphemy,	  like	  religion,	  is	  a	  matter	  for	  the	  private	  sphere. 
 The	  consequence	  of	  this	  is	  that	  Rushdie	  is	  also	  caught	  up	  in	  the	  modes	  of	  exclusion	  circulating	  at	  the	  time.	  Geoffrey	  Howe	  suggests	  that	  “[Rushdie]	  is	  a	  man	  who	  comes	  from	  a	  world	  of	  which	  he	  was	  part	  [and	  therefore]	  must	  have	  known	  what	  would	  happen”	  (rebroadcast	  on	  BBC,	  2009,	  #15746).	  Tebbit	  went	  on	  to	  ask,	  “How	  many	  societies,	  having	  been	  so	  treated	  by	  a	  foreigner	  in	  their	  midst,	  could	  go	  so	  far	  to	  protect	  him	  from	  the	  consequences	  of	  his	  egotistical	  and	  self-­‐opinionated	  attack	  on	  the	  religion	  into	  which	  he	  was	  born?”	  (quoted	  in	  Malik:	  33).	  Rushdie,	  too,	  is	  cast	  as	  an	  outsider,	  a	  foreigner,	  from	  a	  separate	  “world”	  of	  Islam.	  	  	  This	  is	  an	  impression	  that	  appears	  to	  have	  been	  rather	  widespread,	  at	  least	  judging	  by	  Andrew	  Brown’s	  observation	  in	  the	  Independent	  that:	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One	  has	  only	  to	  look	  at	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  jokes	  circulating	  to	  realise	  that	  the	  aspect	  of	  the	  affair	  which	  really	  appeals	  to	  popular	  humour	  is	  not	  that	  he	  is	  a	  writer,	  a	  blasphemer,	  or	  a	  standard	  bearer	  of	  free	  speech,	  but	  that	  he	  is	  a	  Pakistani	  of	  some	  sort	  (Brown,	  1989)	  	  This	  suggestion	  that	  Indian-­‐born	  Rushdie	  were	  Pakistani	  would	  appear	  odd	  to	  any	  reader	  unfamiliar	  with	  the	  appallingly	  abusive,	  racist	  term	  “Paki”	  -­‐	  which	  might	  refer	  indiscriminately	  to	  anyone	  of	  South	  Asian	  appearance	  or	  descent	  -­‐	  but	  the	  reference	  is	  immediately	  recognisable	  to	  anyone	  who	  lived	  in	  Britain	  in	  the	  1980s.	  	  	  When	  Kalam	  Siddiqui,	  one	  of	  the	  most	  determined	  protestors,	  suggests	  that	  “The	  average	  Englishman	  would	  say,	  ‘This	  fellow	  Rushdie	  is	  a	  so-­‐and-­‐so.’	  […]	  They	  say	  he	  has	  introduced	  a	  level	  of	  social	  conflict	  into	  this	  society	  which	  no	  other	  freedom	  we	  have	  ought	  to	  allow	  to	  happen”,	  the	  Guardian	  cannot	  help	  but	  admit	  that	  this	  is	  “not	  entirely	  far-­‐fetched”	  (Young,	  1989).	  The	  terms	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  then	  are	  clear	  but	  flexible.	  One	  can	  be	  liberal,	  democratic,	  secular	  and	  British	  or	  religious,	  despotic	  and	  foreign	  -­‐	  with	  Salman	  Rushdie,	  as	  a	  liberal,	  secular	  blasphemer	  occupying	  a	  rather	  ambivalent	  position	  in	  the	  middle. 
 
Democracy	  Promotion	  and	  the	  End	  of	  History 
 In	  the	  midst	  of	  uncertainty,	  ambiguity	  and	  the	  anxiety	  provoked	  by	  the	  notion	  that	  British	  citizens	  might	  be	  foreigners,	  the	  narrative	  that	  1989	  might	  herald	  the	  end	  of	  history	  comes	  in	  very	  useful.	  That	  is	  because	  it	  suggests	  that	  the	  remedy	  for	  the	  uncivilised	  is	  to	  be	  domesticated	  through	  democracy	  promotion.	  	  The	  terms	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  are	  strategically	  effective	  well	  beyond	  Bradford,	  or	  the	  London	  liberal	  establishment,	  of	  course.	  Benazir	  Bhutto	  could	  take	  up	  its	  terms	  to	  criticise	  her	  opponents	  in	  the	  Islamic	  Democratic	  Alliance,	  against	  whom	  she	  had	  just	  won	  an	  election,	  and	  who	  organised	  the	  anti-­‐Rushdie	  street	  protests	  in	  Pakistan,	  to	  ask:	  	  	   Was	  the	  agitation	  really	  against	  a	  book	  which	  has	  not	  been	  read	  in	  Pakistan,	  is	  not	  for	  sale	  in	  Pakistan	  [or]	  was	  it	  a	  protest	  by	  those	  people	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who	  had	  lost	  the	  election	  […]	  to	  try	  and	  destabilise	  the	  process	  of	  democracy	  (quoted	  in	  Malik,	  2009:	  5).	  	  	  The	  opposition	  between	  barbarism	  and	  democracy	  can	  be	  used	  wherever	  the	  postcolonial	  codes	  of	  democracy	  are	  mobilised	  in	  the	  name	  of	  civilisation.	  However,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  democracy	  promotion	  becomes	  a	  question	  not	  only	  about	  Pakistan	  but	  also	  about	  British	  Pakistani	  populations	  and	  their	  everyday	  ethical	  practices.	   
 The	  underlying	  distinction	  between	  the	  savage	  and	  the	  barbarian	  is	  again	  useful.	  Whereas	  for	  the	  Sun,	  the	  answer	  quite	  often	  appears	  to	  be	  the	  straightforward	  exclusion	  and	  perhaps	  military	  destruction	  of	  liberal	  democracy’s	  barbarian	  enemies,	  in	  the	  more	  sensitive	  hands	  of	  Douglas	  Hurd	  the	  problem	  is	  rather	  how	  an	  unruly	  population	  might	  become	  civilised.	  He	  sets	  out	  in	  some	  detail	  in	  his	  speech	  at	  the	  Birmingham	  Central	  Mosque	  how	  “the	  Government	  wants	  a	  country	  where	  all	  citizens,	  whatever	  their	  origins,	  have	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging	  to	  Britain”.	  This	  is	  to	  be	  achieved	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  ways	  of	  which	  obedience	  to	  the	  law	  is	  the	  most	  important,	  but	  which	  also	  includes	  learning	  English	  and	  “playing	  [a]	  full	  part	  in	  the	  mainstream	  of	  our	  national	  life”	  (Hurd,	  1989).	  What	  this	  means	  in	  practice	  is	  spelled	  out	  in	  some	  detail.	  Muslims	  are	  to	  have:	  “a	  clear	  understanding	  of	  the	  history	  and	  institutions	  of	  Britain,	  of	  its	  democratic	  processes	  -­‐	  at	  both	  local	  and	  national	  level,	  its	  system	  of	  Government,	  its	  police	  and	  judicial	  system”	  (ibid).	  Not	  only	  knowledge	  of	  British	  democracy,	  however,	  but	  also	  participation	  is	  the	  ideal:	  	  	   Whether	  you	  look	  at	  police	  officers,	  magistrates,	  local	  councillors	  or	  Parliamentary	  candidates,	  men	  and	  women	  from	  the	  ethnic	  minorities	  can	  now	  be	  seen	  in	  growing	  numbers.	  In	  both	  our	  economic	  and	  cultural	  life	  they	  are	  making	  a	  welcome	  and	  positive	  contribution	  to	  the	  nation	  (ibid)	  	  Democracy	  promotion,	  then,	  can	  be	  understood	  to	  operate	  through	  a	  series	  of	  ethical	  practices.	  It	  operates	  through	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  in	  which	  various	  undemocratic	  (and	  book-­‐burning)	  others	  have	  been	  defeated	  (Nazi	  Germany)	  or	  civilised	  (the	  Catholic	  Church	  in	  England,	  outdated	  and	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undemocratic	  forces	  associated	  with	  despotism	  and	  absolutism).	  It	  functions	  through	  history	  books	  at	  school,	  through	  the	  narrative	  constantly	  reinforced	  by	  the	  television	  broadcasts	  and	  newspaper	  articles	  the	  imagined	  community	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  reading	  together,	  through	  participation	  in	  elections	  (as	  voters	  and	  candidates),	  through	  interactions	  with	  the	  police	  and	  judicial	  system	  that	  are	  fully	  articulated	  with	  democratic	  values,	  through	  engaging	  with	  the	  capitalist	  economic	  system	  and	  through	  speaking	  the	  national	  language.	  In	  all	  these	  detailed	  ways,	  the	  precise	  practices	  that	  are	  required	  for	  belonging	  are	  laid	  out,	  with	  liberal	  understandings	  of	  democracy	  pre-­‐eminent	  amongst	  them. 
 It	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that	  Hurd	  expresses	  a	  perfect	  ease	  with	  the	  idea	  that	  languages	  other	  than	  English	  might	  be	  spoken	  at	  home	  and	  also	  suggests	  that:	  “No-­‐one	  can	  or	  should	  object	  to	  those	  who	  come	  to	  settle	  in	  this	  country	  or	  their	  children	  being	  brought	  up	  faithful	  in	  the	  religion	  of	  Islam	  and	  well-­‐versed	  in	  the	  Holy	  Koran”	  (ibid).	  This	  is	  a	  sentiment	  shared	  by	  The	  News	  of	  the	  World	  which	  remarks	  that:	  “[C]oloured	  [sic]	  citizens	  […]	  can	  speak	  and	  do	  as	  they	  like	  at	  home”	  (The	  News	  of	  the	  World,	  1989d:	  8).	  Hurd	  goes	  further	  than	  this,	  indeed,	  and	  suggests	  that:	  “There	  is	  much	  to	  admire	  about	  the	  way	  in	  which	  British	  Muslims	  centre	  their	  lives	  around	  their	  religious	  faith,	  and	  about	  their	  continuing	  regard	  for	  family”	  (Hurd,	  1989).	  However,	  in	  keeping	  with	  the	  requirements	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality,	  the	  point	  is	  that	  these	  religious	  and	  linguistic	  practices	  are	  to	  be	  confined	  to	  the	  gendered	  private	  sphere	  of	  home	  and	  family,	  and	  are	  not	  to	  intrude	  into	  public	  national	  life.	  	  Even	  then,	  the	  precise	  ordering	  of	  gender	  relations	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  legitimate	  matter	  for	  intervention	  for	  those	  who	  have	  not	  yet	  fully	  entered	  history,	  with	  a	  clear	  emphasis	  put	  by	  Hurd	  on	  the	  entrance	  of	  both	  men	  and	  women	  from	  ethnic	  minorities	  into	  public,	  liberal	  democratic	  life.	  	  	  In	  a	  context	  of	  resistance	  and	  public	  blasphemy,	  then,	  the	  established	  order	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  asserts	  itself	  firmly	  to	  establish,	  in	  a	  number	  of	  social	  locations	  both	  through	  and	  beyond	  the	  state,	  that	  belonging	  and	  inclusion	  are	  conditional	  on	  participation	  in	  democratic	  rituals	  and	  an	  acceptance	  of	  the	  public/private	  divide	  on	  which	  liberal	  democratic	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governmentality	  relies.	  To	  dissent	  from	  this	  is	  to	  be	  outwith	  “the	  mainstream	  of	  British	  life”:	  it	  is	  to	  be	  foreign.	  
 Thus,	  the	  “end	  of	  history”	  narrative,	  which	  was	  thought	  to	  be	  a	  description	  of	  1989,	  turns	  out	  rather	  to	  be	  a	  useful	  way	  of	  managing	  the	  uncertainty	  generated	  by	  the	  events	  of	  that	  year.	  A	  version	  of	  history	  in	  which	  the	  British	  people	  have	  become	  civilised	  -­‐	  overcoming	  both	  barbaric,	  book-­‐burning	  others	  and	  the	  savagery	  of	  despotic	  governance	  within	  -­‐	  is	  reinforced	  by	  a	  victory	  over	  the	  Cold	  War	  others	  who	  would	  limit	  freedom	  of	  expression.	  This	  is	  a	  version	  of	  history	  that	  both	  creates	  the	  protesting	  Muslims	  as	  a	  new	  enemy	  and	  also	  provides	  the	  remedy	  through	  the	  detailed	  application	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  This	  teleological	  narrative,	  then,	  is	  not	  the	  explanation	  of	  recent	  events;	  rather	  recent	  events	  make	  this	  narrative	  particularly	  attractive:	  “Professor	  Fukuyama	  (whom	  God	  preserve)”	  suggests	  the	  Times,	  “has	  suggested	  that	  now	  the	  clash	  of	  ideologies	  in	  the	  world	  has	  been	  resolved,	  history	  in	  the	  future	  will	  be	  a	  relatively	  anecdotal	  affair	  […But]	  new	  threats	  always	  hatch	  to	  keep	  life	  interesting”	  (Hill,	  1989).	  	  	  If	  the	  civilising	  course	  of	  history	  is	  now	  complete	  leaving	  no	  more	  than	  anecdotal	  events	  and	  if	  threats	  are	  not	  any	  more	  really	  a	  matter	  of	  ideological	  disagreement,	  then	  the	  uncivilised	  others	  of	  democracy	  can	  be	  easily	  understood	  and	  dealt	  with:	  they	  are	  either	  barbarians	  to	  be	  contained	  or	  savages	  who	  can	  be	  civilised.	  What	  is	  important	  here	  is	  that	  the	  teleological	  narrative	  itself	  has	  been	  produced	  by	  and	  through	  historical	  necessity:	  again,	  teleology	  produces	  history	  less	  than	  history	  produces	  teleology. 
 
Selves	  and	  Others 
 Throughout	  this	  thesis,	  however,	  I	  have	  tried	  to	  suggest	  that	  a	  better	  way	  of	  dealing	  with	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  is	  to	  question	  the	  very	  teleological	  historical	  narrative,	  and	  binary	  choices,	  on	  which	  it	  is	  based.	  	  	  
255	  
A	  closer	  look	  at	  The	  Black	  Album	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  choice	  Shahid	  needs	  to	  make	  is	  much	  more	  complex	  and	  confusing	  than	  it	  seems	  at	  first	  sight.	  Young	  Muslim	  women,	  like	  the	  character	  of	  Tahira,	  are	  just	  as	  assertive	  and	  prominent	  in	  the	  struggle	  against	  the	  book	  as	  Deedee	  is	  against	  censorship,	  and	  do	  not	  demur	  from	  lecturing	  their	  male	  counterparts	  about	  hypocrisy,	  modest	  dress	  and	  the	  tightness	  of	  their	  trousers	  (Kureishi,	  1995:	  105).	  The	  cries	  for	  “free	  speech”	  and	  “democracy”	  are	  more	  strident	  from	  those	  who	  seek	  the	  right	  to	  free	  assembly	  and	  break	  no	  law	  by	  publicly	  burning	  a	  book	  than	  from	  an	  apathetic	  knot	  of	  white	  onlookers,	  more	  interested	  in	  shoes	  and	  sex.	  In	  liberal,	  secular,	  civilised	  Britain,	  the	  police	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  ignite	  a	  violent	  disturbance	  than	  a	  ritual	  book-­‐burning	  and	  Shahid	  sees	  a	  charred	  page	  floating	  un-­‐noticed	  past	  a	  homeless	  man	  to	  whom	  a	  priest	  is	  reading	  extracts	  of	  the	  Bible	  (ibid:	  226).	  Meanwhile,	  the	  local	  elected	  representative	  -­‐	  in	  a	  cynical	  attempt	  to	  win	  votes	  and	  support	  from	  local	  Muslims	  -­‐	  is	  hypocritically	  quiescent	  with	  even	  the	  more	  bizarre	  elements	  of	  the	  “Muslim”	  campaign,	  agreeing	  	  to	  put	  a	  sacred	  aubergine	  -­‐	  in	  which	  extracts	  of	  the	  Holy	  Qu’ran	  have	  miraculously	  appeared	  -­‐	  on	  display	  in	  that	  symbol	  of	  democracy,	  the	  local	  Town	  Hall,	  beside	  a	  photograph	  of	  valiant	  post-­‐colonial	  democratiser,	  Nelson	  Mandela.	  “What	  sort	  of	  people,”	  asks	  Deedee	  Osgood,	  “burn	  books	  and	  read	  aubergines?”	  (ibid:	  210).	  
 In	  the	  next	  few	  pages,	  I	  will	  look	  in	  more	  detail	  at	  the	  binaries	  of	  democrats	  versus	  Muslims,	  Islam	  versus	  women’s	  rights	  and	  rationalism	  versus	  violence	  to	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  rests	  upon	  very	  shaky	  foundations. 
 
Democrats/Muslims 
 The	  binary	  opposition	  at	  the	  very	  core	  of	  the	  modes	  of	  exclusion	  we	  have	  explored	  was	  that	  between	  Muslims	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  and	  committed	  democrats	  on	  the	  other.	  This	  distinction,	  however,	  was	  a	  deeply	  unstable	  one,	  even	  leaving	  aside	  the	  possibility	  that	  not	  all	  Muslims	  were	  involved	  in	  protests	  against	  the	  book.	  Although	  Salman	  Rushdie	  may	  have	  claimed	  that	  to	  burn	  a	  book	  “always	  means	  the	  same	  thing”,	  there	  is	  good	  reason	  to	  believe	  that	  the	  meaning	  of	  book	  burning	  is	  deeply	  entwined	  with	  the	  context	  in	  which	  it	  takes	  place,	  as	  with	  any	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discursive	  performance.	  In	  general,	  the	  anti-­‐Rushdie	  protestors’	  primary	  stated	  aim	  was	  to	  get	  the	  British	  law	  changed	  in	  order	  to	  widen	  the	  scope	  of	  blasphemy	  laws	  that	  protected	  only	  the	  Anglican	  church	  and	  to	  get	  the	  novel	  banned.	  It	  is	  worth	  noting	  at	  this	  stage,	  also,	  that	  these	  blasphemy	  laws	  were	  far	  from	  anachronistic	  anomalies:	  calls	  to	  repeal	  them	  were	  regularly	  rejected	  during	  the	  furore	  (see,	  for	  example	  Patten,	  1989)	  and	  they	  were	  used	  in	  1989	  to	  ban	  a	  film	  called	  Visions	  of	  Ecstasy,	  which	  was	  allegedly	  blasphemous	  against	  Christ	  (Nash,	  2007:	  4674). 
 Muslim	  lobbying	  on	  this	  matter	  took	  place	  in	  a	  number	  of	  ways.	  For	  example,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  large	  peaceful	  protests	  and	  marches	  were	  held	  throughout	  the	  UK,	  including	  the	  large	  “march	  on	  Downing	  Street”	  on	  27	  May	  1989	  (Ruthven,	  1990:	  1);	  petitions	  were	  organised,	  signed	  and	  sent	  to	  MPs	  (Wahhab,	  1989b);	  public	  meetings	  were	  held	  in	  which	  the	  issue	  was	  put	  to	  the	  vote	  (Roy,	  1989)	  and	  a	  new	  political	  party	  was	  even	  set	  up	  avowedly	  to	  provide	  conventional	  political	  representation	  so	  that	  British	  Muslims	  could	  press	  their	  claims	  (Wahhab,	  1989a).	  Many	  protestors	  were	  furthermore	  keen	  to	  lay	  claim	  to	  enlightenment	  and	  democratic	  credentials,	  brandishing	  banners	  which	  quoted	  Jean-­‐Jacques	  Rousseau	  and	  George	  Bernard	  Shaw	  on	  the	  merits	  of	  Islam	  (Ruthven,	  1990:	  1).	  Shabbir	  Akhtar,	  from	  the	  Bradford	  Council	  of	  Mosques,	  is	  adamant,	  furthermore,	  that:	  “The	  book	  burning	  in	  Bradford	  was	  not	  Nazi	  style.	  We	  merely	  burnt	  one	  of	  Rushdie’s	  books”	  (Lister,	  1989).	  The	  book	  burning,	  then,	  takes	  place	  not	  as	  any	  attempt	  to	  institute	  an	  alternative,	  despotic	  form	  of	  governance,	  but	  rather	  as	  a	  deliberately	  shocking,	  yet	  entirely	  legal,	  performance	  within	  a	  much	  broader	  set	  of	  actions	  that	  demonstrate	  not	  only	  a	  deep	  understanding	  of	  the	  rituals	  of	  democratic	  representation,	  but	  also	  a	  genuine	  commitment	  to	  them.	   
 Matthew	  Nelson	  argues,	  in	  respect	  of	  (liberal)	  democracy	  in	  Pakistan,	  that:	  “Democracy	  is	  not	  about	  supporting	  or	  avoiding	  ostensibly	  inaccessible	  laws.	  It	  is	  in	  fact	  about	  supporting	  or	  opposing	  the	  law	  -­‐	  and,	  if	  opposing,	  seeking	  perchance	  to	  change	  it”	  (2011:	  230).	  If	  that	  is	  what	  democracy	  is,	  then	  the	  actions	  taken	  by	  the	  Bradford	  Council	  of	  Mosques	  and	  other	  Muslim	  protestors	  are	  quintessentially	  democratic.	  It	  may	  be	  that	  many	  liberals	  would	  not	  agree	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with	  the	  changes	  to	  the	  law	  being	  proposed,	  but	  it	  is	  part	  of	  a	  commitment	  to	  democracy	  that	  one	  sometimes	  has	  to	  engage	  with	  opinions	  in	  an	  atmosphere	  of	  profound	  disagreement.	  	  	  Curiously,	  though,	  every	  attempt	  by	  Muslim	  protestors	  to	  obtain	  democratic	  representation	  for	  their	  attempts	  to	  extend	  already	  existing	  blasphemy	  laws	  to	  cover	  their	  own	  beliefs	  met	  not	  so	  much	  with	  democratic	  engagement	  and	  debate	  specifically	  on	  the	  merits	  of	  this	  deeply-­‐felt	  issue,	  but	  rather	  with	  equivocation	  and	  the	  accusation	  that	  bringing	  this	  demand	  to	  the	  public	  sphere	  at	  all	  was	  in	  its	  own	  way	  undemocratic.	  For	  instance,	  Max	  Madden	  MP	  of	  Bradford	  West	  attempted	  to	  bring	  the	  demand	  to	  the	  House	  of	  Commons	  to	  be	  debated	  in	  the	  ordinary	  way,	  but	  not	  only	  could	  no	  parliamentary	  time	  be	  found	  for	  the	  debate,	  his	  proposal	  to	  discuss	  the	  matter	  in	  the	  primary	  democratic	  deliberating	  chamber	  of	  the	  land	  in	  order	  to	  “see	  what	  fresh	  initiatives	  can	  be	  taken	  to	  defuse	  this	  dangerous	  and	  difficult	  situation”	  is	  dismissed	  by	  the	  Leader	  of	  the	  House	  in	  the	  following	  terms:	  “The	  Government	  have	  made	  themselves	  very	  clear	  on	  this	  matter,	  and	  I	  am	  surprised	  that	  the	  hon.	  Gentleman	  phrased	  the	  question	  as	  he	  did”	  (Hansard,	  1989a).	  	  	  The	  Sun	  newspaper,	  meanwhile,	  notes	  the	  reluctance	  of	  the	  Labour	  Party	  to	  condemn	  the	  protestors	  and	  sarcastically	  ask	  “Why	  so	  coy?	  […]	  Surely	  they	  can’t	  be	  worried	  about	  the	  effect	  on	  the	  Muslim	  vote?”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989d:	  6).	  In	  a	  curious	  paradox,	  then,	  it	  seems	  that	  the	  legitimate	  debate	  of	  particular	  legislation	  and	  the	  public	  representation	  of	  particular	  voters	  and	  their	  stated	  interests	  cannot	  be	  allowed	  in	  the	  very	  name	  of	  democracy.	  Here	  we	  have	  a	  particularly	  clear	  example	  of	  the	  limits	  of	  democracy	  promotion:	  what	  is	  to	  be	  promoted	  and	  defended	  is	  implicitly	  liberal	  democracy,	  with	  its	  constitutive	  and	  necessary	  separation	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres.	  This	  issue,	  because	  it	  is	  assumed	  to	  belong	  in	  the	  private	  sphere,	  is	  put	  beyond	  the	  reach	  of	  democratic	  contestation	  even	  as	  any	  kind	  of	  censorship	  is	  decried. 
 A	  further	  paradox	  is	  that	  the	  resistance	  that	  seemed	  to	  be	  posed	  within	  and	  to	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  state	  and	  its	  current	  system	  of	  law	  by	  Muslim	  protestors	  is	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not,	  on	  closer	  inspection,	  independent	  of	  that	  state	  itself.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  the	  very	  existence	  of	  a	  population	  called	  “British	  Muslims”	  who	  can	  exert	  themselves	  as	  a	  group	  is	  wholly	  dependent	  on	  the	  everyday	  practices	  of	  governmentality.	  As	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  previous	  chapters,	  the	  logic	  of	  liberal	  governmentality	  is	  to	  distribute	  welfare	  and	  foster	  life:	  in	  order	  to	  do	  so,	  populations	  must	  be	  fully	  legible,	  quantifiable	  and	  tractable	  to	  classification	  (see	  Chapter	  2).	  In	  the	  1980s,	  in	  an	  atmosphere	  of	  racial	  tension,	  mistrust	  and	  violence,	  the	  Conservative	  Government	  operated	  through	  local	  authorities	  to	  fund	  particularistic	  civil	  society	  organisations,	  often	  based	  on	  narrow	  ethnic	  or	  faith	  differences,	  in	  order	  to	  draw	  people	  from	  ethnic	  minorities	  into	  the	  democratic	  process	  and	  develop	  a	  leadership	  with	  whom	  democratic	  representatives	  could	  deal	  (Malik,	  2009:	  58,	  65-­‐58,	  66).	  One	  of	  these	  state-­‐funded	  organisations,	  designed	  to	  be	  a	  “channel	  of	  communication”	  between	  Muslims	  and	  the	  local	  authority,	  was	  the	  Bradford	  Council	  of	  Mosques	  (ibid:	  73).	   
 This	  pursuit	  of	  a	  politics	  of	  “multiculturalism”,	  in	  which	  faith	  identities	  were	  particularly	  privileged,	  was	  fully	  implicated	  not	  only	  in	  managing	  communities,	  but	  also	  in	  creating	  attachments	  to	  particular	  kinds	  of	  identity,	  which	  were	  by	  no	  means	  inevitable.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  an	  attractive	  alternative	  source	  of	  identity	  in	  the	  1980s	  for	  many	  Muslims	  and	  other	  ethnic	  minorities	  was	  the	  politically	  inflected	  identity:	  “black”.	  This	  did	  not	  mean,	  as	  it	  does	  in	  the	  United	  States,	  people	  who	  could	  trace	  their	  heritage	  at	  some	  point	  to	  Africa.	  Rather,	  it	  was	  a	  self-­‐consciously	  political	  call	  to	  arms,	  which	  attempted	  to	  bring	  people	  together	  in	  opposition	  to	  a	  state	  and	  society	  that	  was	  understood	  to	  be	  profoundly	  and	  institutionally	  racist,	  discriminatory	  and	  violent	  (ibid:	  51).	  	  	  The	  ultimate	  failure	  and	  eventual	  disappearance	  of	  this	  attempt	  to	  forge	  a	  solidaristic	  identity	  based	  on	  politics	  rather	  than	  faith	  or	  ethnicity	  was	  not	  only	  because	  of	  state-­‐based	  multiculturalism,	  but	  rather	  owed	  something	  also	  to	  a	  disquiet	  around	  the	  flows	  of	  power	  within	  this	  movement.	  “Two	  of	  us	  were	  officially	  ‘black’,”	  says	  Karim,	  the	  narrator	  of	  Hanif	  Kureishi’s	  The	  Buddha	  of	  
Suburbia,	  “(though	  truly	  I	  was	  more	  beige	  than	  anything)”	  (2009:	  167),	  betraying	  an	  anxiety	  that	  subsuming	  a	  range	  of	  histories	  and	  commitments	  into	  a	  unitary	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politics	  might	  bring	  with	  it	  is	  own	  forms	  of	  oppression	  and	  exclusions.	  Without	  idealising	  this	  political	  alternative,	  however,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  that: 
 It	  is	  difficult	  to	  get	  the	  council’s	  attention	  by	  insisting	  that	  your	  area	  is	  poor	  or	  disadvantaged.	  But	  if	  you	  were	  to	  say	  that	  the	  Muslim	  community	  is	  deprived	  or	  lacking,	  then	  council	  coffers	  suddenly	  open	  up	  -­‐	  not	  because	  the	  council	  is	  particularly	  inclined	  to	  help	  Muslims,	  but	  because	  being	  ‘Muslim’,	  unlike	  being	  ‘poor’	  or	  ‘disadvantaged’	  registers	  in	  the	  bureaucratic	  mind	  as	  an	  authentic	  identity.	  Over	  time,	  you	  come	  to	  see	  yourself	  as	  a	  Muslim	  […]	  not	  just	  because	  [that	  identity]	  provide[s]	  you	  with	  access	  to	  power,	  influence	  and	  resources,	  but	  also	  because	  those	  identities	  have	  come	  to	  possess	  a	  social	  reality	  through	  receiving	  constant	  confirmation	  […]	  It	  is	  how	  you	  are	  seen,	  so	  it	  is	  how	  you	  come	  to	  see	  yourself.	  (Malik,	  2009:	  69) 
 Not	  innocent	  of	  power,	  then,	  nor	  the	  neutral	  arbiter	  of	  demands	  made	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  by	  individuals	  and	  groups	  who	  might	  freely	  associate	  in	  private,	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  state	  is	  fully	  complicit	  in	  the	  contradictory	  flows	  of	  power	  which	  both	  enable	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  British	  Muslim	  identity	  and	  then	  rule	  out	  of	  the	  public	  sphere	  the	  democratic	  demands	  made	  by	  this	  faith-­‐based	  community,	  effectively	  censoring	  them.	  This	  leaves	  British	  Muslims	  in	  a	  painfully	  difficult	  position	  which	  has	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  being	  for	  or	  against	  democracy. 
 
Women’s	  Rights/Islam 
 A	  familiar	  set	  of	  anxieties	  can	  be	  discerned	  in	  Malise	  Ruthven’s	  account	  of	  the	  large	  London	  protest	  against	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  on	  27	  May	  1989:	   
 the	  marchers	  suddenly	  saw	  a	  group	  of	  Asian	  female	  demonstrators	  holding	  aloft	  a	  banner	  proclaiming	  their	  membership	  of	  Women	  Against	  Fundamentalism.	  History	  does	  not	  reveal	  what	  taunts	  or	  jibes	  the	  women	  threw	  at	  the	  marchers	  […]	  What	  is	  certain	  is	  that	  the	  Muslim	  psyche	  was	  bruised	  at	  a	  tender	  spot:	  relations	  between	  the	  sexes.	  Thereafter	  the	  organisers,	  the	  stewards	  and	  the	  police	  lost	  control.	  Muslim	  youths	  tried	  physically	  to	  assault	  the	  erring	  females.	  When	  the	  police	  went	  to	  protect	  them,	  they	  started	  a	  running	  battle”	  (Ruthven,	  1990:	  5).	   
 
260	  
The	  Asian	  women	  depicted	  here	  are	  perceived	  to	  be	  not	  “Muslim”	  themselves:	  women	  in	  all	  these	  accounts	  appear	  to	  be	  victims	  of	  Islam	  rather	  than	  practising	  Muslims.	  	  	  The	  group	  Women	  Against	  Fundamentalism	  was	  set	  up	  by	  Southall	  Black	  Sisters	  and	  was	  actively	  interested	  in	  promoting	  a	  solidaristic	  “black”	  feminist	  identity	  in	  contradistinction	  to	  the	  more	  communal	  Muslim	  identity	  that	  was	  emerging	  so	  strongly	  through	  the	  process	  of	  these	  protests	  (Gupta,	  2003:	  17).	  Nevertheless,	  the	  fiasco	  of	  a	  group	  of	  white	  police	  officers	  protecting	  “Asian	  women”	  from	  “Muslims”,	  who	  are	  on	  the	  attack	  apparently	  in	  the	  name	  of	  well-­‐ordered	  “relations	  between	  the	  sexes”	  seems	  to	  be	  an	  archetypal	  example	  of	  the	  colonial	  commonplace	  of	  “white	  men	  saving	  brown	  women	  from	  brown	  men”	  (Spivak,	  1987).	  This	  episode	  draws	  on	  one	  of	  the	  most	  regular	  anxieties	  expressed	  about	  Islam,	  in	  1989	  as	  now	  and	  as	  in	  colonial	  India:	  that	  it	  is	  a	  religion	  that	  is	  somehow	  inimical	  to	  the	  women’s	  rights	  that	  have	  been	  hard	  won	  through	  the	  civilising	  process	  of	  history	  in	  Britain	  and	  other	  Western	  societies.	   
 Indeed,	  Malise	  Ruthven,	  for	  example,	  suggested	  in	  1989	  that:	  “Patriarchy	  and	  the	  radical	  polarity	  of	  the	  sexes	  is	  built	  into	  the	  cosmic	  order	  as	  envisaged	  by	  the	  Qu’ran	  […]	  Islam	  is	  the	  most	  assertive	  and	  androcentric	  of	  the	  monotheisms”	  (Ruthven,	  1990:	  6-­‐7).	  The	  Sun	  meanwhile,	  depicts	  the	  Ayatollah	  Khomeini	  in	  a	  cartoon	  as	  surrounded	  by	  women	  wearing	  veils:	  this	  cartoon	  shows	  him	  tearing	  up	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  in	  a	  rage	  and	  the	  caption	  runs,	  “This	  is	  nothing.	  You	  should	  see	  him	  when	  he	  can’t	  find	  his	  car	  keys”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989b).	  The	  uncontrolled	  emotion	  in	  a	  domestic	  setting,	  with	  perhaps	  an	  undercurrent	  of	  domestic	  violence,	  hints	  at	  a	  gendered	  ordering	  at	  the	  centre	  of	  Iranian	  power	  which	  is	  out	  of	  joint	  and	  therefore	  laughable,	  whereas	  the	  outrage	  in	  the	  accompanying	  article	  is	  played	  absolutely	  straight.	  The	  Iranians,	  we	  are	  told,	  are	  men	  “WHO	  allow	  guards	  to	  rape	  girls	  in	  prison	  yet	  stone	  people	  for	  adultery;	  WHOSE	  teachings	  force	  women	  to	  wear	  veils	  and	  be	  treated	  like	  animals”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989e:	  6,	  emphasis	  in	  the	  original).	  Here,	  state	  and	  sexual	  violence,	  modes	  of	  dress	  and	  the	  policing	  of	  sexual	  behaviour	  are	  woven	  together	  in	  an	  intervention	  that	  seeks	  to	  externalise	  abrogations	  of	  “women’s	  rights”:	  the	  oppression	  of	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women	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  a	  matter	  that	  is	  foreign	  and	  it	  further	  underlines	  Iran’s	  status	  as	  an	  enemy.	   
 Meanwhile,	  worries	  about	  national	  integrity	  can	  be	  seen	  in	  concerns	  about	  the	  gendered	  politics	  of	  marriage.	  An	  opinion	  poll	  was	  reported	  in	  the	  News	  of	  the	  
World	  suggests	  that	  British	  people	  were	  “remarkably	  tolerant	  of	  coloured	  immigrants	  [sic]”	  because	  “[s]ix	  in	  ten	  wouldn’t	  object	  to	  their	  children	  marrying	  them”,	  whereas	  the	  (not	  much	  smaller)	  figure	  of	  around	  half	  “British	  Asians”	  would	  oppose	  marriage	  outside	  their	  “own	  race”	  (The	  News	  of	  the	  World,	  1989b:	  8).	  Islam	  overall,	  then,	  is	  portrayed	  as	  a	  violently	  masculine	  and	  intolerant	  religion,	  without	  the	  gentlemanly	  restraint,	  the	  rational	  tolerance,	  or	  the	  autonomy	  and	  freedom	  for	  women	  of	  the	  implied	  self,	  the	  rational,	  democratic	  West. 
 How	  useful	  is	  this	  caricature	  for	  a	  feminist	  approach	  to	  democracy	  promotion,	  however?	  Many	  Muslim	  women	  and	  men,	  of	  course,	  strongly	  contest	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy,	  and	  suggest	  that	  the	  practice	  of	  some	  more	  radical	  forms	  of	  Islam	  are	  particularly	  attractive	  to	  women	  because	  they	  encourage	  education	  and	  political	  participation	  for	  women	  as	  well	  as	  opposing	  arranged	  marriages	  (Malik,	  2010:	  45).	  In	  this	  way,	  women	  can	  escape	  some	  of	  the	  more	  patriarchal	  practices	  associated	  with	  the	  practices	  of	  the	  biraderi,	  that	  we	  encountered	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter.	  	  	  It	  furthermore	  seems	  particularly	  strange	  that	  Ruthven	  compares	  Islam	  to	  Christianity	  by	  suggesting	  that	  the	  latter	  “gives	  some	  acknowledgement	  to	  the	  female	  principle	  in	  the	  Virgin”,	  but	  suggests	  that	  “Islam	  tends	  to	  suppress	  it	  altogether”	  (Ruthven,	  1990:	  6).	  This	  is	  curious	  not	  just	  because	  Jesus	  and	  his	  mother,	  Mary,	  are	  key	  figures	  in	  the	  Holy	  Qu’ran,	  but	  also	  because	  one	  of	  the	  particular	  scenes	  in	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  that	  caused	  great	  offence	  took	  place	  in	  a	  brothel	  in	  which	  the	  prostitutes	  were	  given	  the	  names	  of	  the	  Prophet’s	  wives.	  Whilst	  one	  might	  argue	  about	  the	  political	  usefulness	  of	  any	  of	  these	  figures	  for	  women’s	  everyday	  lives	  in	  the	  late	  twentieth	  century,	  it	  is	  difficult	  to	  defend	  the	  view	  that	  the	  Virgin	  Mary	  is	  a	  more	  emancipatory	  figure	  than	  the	  Prophet’s	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energetic	  and	  active	  wives,	  whose	  autonomy	  was	  far	  greater	  than	  would	  have	  been	  expected	  by	  the	  standards	  of	  their	  time.	  As	  we	  saw	  in	  more	  detail	  in	  Chapter	  5,	  then,	  there	  is	  no	  particular	  reason	  to	  believe	  that	  Islam	  is	  particularly	  inimical	  to	  women	  and	  their	  rights. 
 Part	  of	  what	  is	  at	  stake,	  here,	  however,	  is	  as	  usual	  what	  counts	  as	  “women’s	  rights”	  and	  how	  we	  might	  go	  about	  deciding.	  What	  is	  perhaps	  most	  pernicious	  about	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  is	  that	  in	  comparing	  Islamic	  practices	  with	  those	  of	  the	  Western	  liberal	  democracies,	  the	  values	  of	  the	  latter	  are	  unreflectively	  upheld	  as	  an	  idealised	  model	  to	  which	  other	  societies	  should	  aspire.	  As	  Ruthven’s	  remarks	  about	  Christianity	  -­‐	  and	  the	  idealisation	  of	  Benazir	  Bhutto’s	  Westernised	  gendered	  role	  as	  wife	  and	  mother	  -­‐	  attest,	  we	  run	  the	  risk	  here	  of	  shielding	  liberal	  democratic	  practices	  from	  proper	  critical	  reflection	  if	  we	  divert	  attention	  onto	  the	  perceived	  oppressiveness	  of	  Islam.	  	  	  To	  illustrate	  this,	  I	  want	  to	  look	  briefly	  at	  how	  the	  Sun	  newspaper,	  which	  was	  so	  angry	  in	  its	  defence	  of	  women’s	  rights	  in	  Iran,	  saw	  fit	  to	  celebrate	  the	  much	  vaunted	  third	  wave	  of	  democratisation	  in	  Europe.	  Delighted	  to	  be	  witnessing	  the	  beginnings	  of	  a	  free	  press	  in	  the	  newly	  liberalising	  Czechoslovakia,	  the	  Sun	  prints	  a	  Czech	  language	  edition,	  which	  is	  distributed	  amongst	  the	  pro-­‐democracy	  protestors	  in	  Wenceslas	  Square.	  This	  is	  the	  newspaper’s	  expression	  of	  solidarity	  with	  the	  activists,	  and	  it	  is	  keen	  to	  remind	  its	  British	  readers	  that	  by	  successfully	  obtaining	  liberal	  democratic	  reforms,	  Eastern	  Europe	  is	  entering	  “our	  world,	  the	  world	  of	  freedom”,	  emphasising	  the	  familiar	  story	  that:	  “Britain	  has	  a	  thousand-­‐year	  tradition	  of	  democracy”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989f:	  38).	  Czechoslovakia,	  then,	  is	  becoming	  altogether	  more	  civilised	  and	  less	  foreign,	  a	  development	  that	  can	  only	  reinforce	  commitment	  to	  the	  UK’s	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions. 
 The	  Czech	  edition	  is	  accompanied	  to	  Prague	  by	  none	  other	  than	  a	  “Page	  Three	  girl”.	  Page	  Three,	  we	  may	  remember,	  is	  something	  of	  a	  dubious	  British	  institution:	  another	  immediately	  recognisable	  phrase,	  it	  denotes	  the	  young	  female	  models	  who	  pose	  topless	  on	  the	  third	  page	  of	  that	  newspaper	  -­‐	  sold	  in	  every	  newsagent	  on	  the	  bottom	  shelf	  -­‐	  each	  day.	  The	  triumphant	  victory	  of	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democratic	  values	  -­‐	  which	  rely	  so	  heavily	  on	  the	  freedom	  of	  the	  press,	  for	  which	  reason	  Rushdie	  is	  so	  vigorously	  defended	  by	  the	  paper	  -­‐	  are	  summed	  up	  as	  follows:	  	  	   For	  more	  than	  two	  decades,	  miserable	  Czechs	  have	  only	  been	  allowed	  boring	  Communist	  newspapers.	  Instead	  of	  reading	  fun-­‐packed	  stories	  they	  had	  to	  wade	  through	  long	  tirades	  against	  democracy.	  Instead	  of	  Page	  Three	  the	  sour	  Soviets	  made	  them	  look	  at	  pictures	  of	  party	  bosses	  (ibid).	  	  	  For	  the	  half-­‐naked	  young	  woman	  pictured	  in	  Central	  Europe	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  December,	  this	  is	  a	  proud	  moment:	  “I	  feel	  really	  privileged	  to	  be	  the	  first	  Page	  Three	  girl	  they	  have	  ever	  met.	  It’s	  wonderful	  to	  be	  making	  history”	  (ibid).	  The	  article	  is,	  of	  course,	  intended	  to	  be	  light-­‐hearted,	  but	  nevertheless	  betrays	  rather	  clearly	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  status	  quo	  that	  democracy	  promotion	  upholds.	  Women’s	  rights,	  here,	  can	  be	  read	  off	  from	  the	  dress	  code	  and	  a	  “free”	  and	  democratic	  society	  is	  almost	  parodically	  symbolised	  by	  the	  freedom,	  mainly,	  to	  take	  one’s	  clothes	  off,	  especially	  if	  there	  is	  money	  to	  be	  made	  in	  the	  activity.	  There	  is	  no	  space	  here	  to	  discuss	  in	  detail	  the	  politics	  of	  wearing	  the	  veil	  for	  Muslim	  women,	  but	  in	  this	  context,	  one	  can	  perhaps	  feel	  much	  sympathy	  for	  those	  who	  assert	  that	  this	  decision	  is	  a	  self-­‐confident	  feminist	  statement	  that	  disrupts	  the	  objectification	  and	  commodification	  of	  women’s	  bodies	  (Ahmed,	  2011). 
 The	  broader	  point	  is	  that	  whether	  it	  comes	  to	  political	  representation,	  violence,	  modes	  of	  dress,	  poverty,	  equality	  or	  respect,	  there	  is	  plenty	  to	  criticise	  in	  the	  liberal	  democracies	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  women’s	  lives,	  and	  the	  pitting	  of	  democracy	  against	  Islam,	  as	  continually	  evoked	  by	  the	  image	  of	  white	  men	  protecting	  brown	  women	  from	  brown	  men,	  positively	  inhibits	  a	  genuine	  engagement	  with	  these	  issues	  by	  upholding	  existing	  freedoms	  as	  the	  best	  we	  can	  do.	  As	  ever,	  this	  is	  effected	  not	  least	  by	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  of	  power,	  which	  focuses	  the	  attention	  on	  “censorship”	  as	  the	  force	  that	  says	  “no”	  and	  therefore	  detracts	  attention	  from	  the	  flows	  of	  power	  which	  produce	  the	  sorts	  of	  things	  that	  do	  get	  printed	  as	  equally	  a	  matter	  for	  democratic	  concern. 
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 What	  may	  have	  appeared	  to	  be	  missing	  from	  my	  account	  up	  to	  this	  point	  is	  a	  robust	  condemnation	  of	  violence.	  After	  all,	  the	  anxiety	  provoked	  by	  book-­‐burning	  and	  the	  history	  that	  accompanies	  it,	  is	  partly,	  but	  not	  only,	  that	  the	  regimes	  that	  once	  burned	  books	  often	  did	  not	  stop	  there.	  As	  Rushdie’s	  supporter,	  Lisa	  Appignanesi	  put	  it:	  “first	  the	  book,	  then	  the	  man”	  (BBC,	  2009).	   
 A	  condemnation	  of	  violence	  is	  not	  difficult	  to	  provide.	  The	  Ayatollah	  Khomeini’s	  pronouncement	  of	  a	  death	  sentence	  against	  Salman	  Rushdie	  	  (along	  with	  a	  reward	  for	  carrying	  it	  out)	  was	  reckless	  and	  dangerous	  in	  the	  extreme.	  Salman	  Rushdie	  was	  put	  through	  many	  years	  of	  terror,	  humiliation	  and	  extreme	  inconvenience,	  when	  he	  had	  committed	  no	  crime.	  His	  colleagues	  were	  tragically	  yet	  more	  unfortunate:	  Japanese	  translator,	  Hitoshi	  Igarashi,	  was	  stabbed	  to	  death	  and	  Ettore	  Capriolo,	  the	  Italian	  translator,	  was	  severely	  wounded	  in	  1991,	  whilst	  in	  1993	  thirty	  seven	  people	  died	  in	  Turkey	  in	  a	  fire	  that	  had	  been	  targeted	  at	  Aziz	  Nesin,	  Turkish	  translator,	  who	  himself	  survived	  (Malik,	  2009:	  17).	  Also	  in	  1993,	  William	  Nygaard,	  Rushdie’s	  publisher	  in	  Norway	  was	  shot	  three	  times	  and	  was	  seriously	  injured	  (ibid:	  15).	  These	  were	  each	  terrible	  acts,	  for	  which	  there	  can	  be	  no	  excuse. 
 Against	  this	  horrifying	  backdrop	  of	  violence,	  the	  UK’s	  Conservative	  Government	  of	  the	  time	  are	  rather	  to	  be	  admired	  for	  disdaining	  the	  advice	  of	  the	  Sun	  newspaper	  pre-­‐emptively	  to	  send	  in	  the	  RAF	  against	  a	  Middle	  Eastern	  state,	  but	  rather	  expressing	  admiration	  for	  Islam	  and	  its	  enshrined	  values	  of	  tolerance	  and	  mercy	  (Hurd,	  1989),	  providing	  police	  protection	  for	  Rushdie	  at	  no	  small	  state	  expense,	  and	  endeavouring	  to	  maintain	  some	  form	  of	  diplomatic	  channel	  of	  communication	  open	  with	  Iran,	  as	  well	  as	  with	  British	  Muslims	  (ibid;	  BBC,	  2009).	  The	  values	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  look	  rather	  attractive	  against	  the	  mob	  violence	  that	  might	  have	  directed	  itself	  against	  Rushdie.	  Indeed,	  as	  Peter	  Mayer	  of	  Rushdie’s	  publishers	  Penguin	  put	  it	  when	  first	  faced	  with	  the	  distress	  caused	  by	  the	  novel:	  “One	  relied	  on	  the	  sanity	  of	  secular	  democracy	  -­‐	  that	  people	  met	  together,	  discussed	  their	  differences	  and	  sorted	  them	  out”	  (quoted	  in	  Malik,	  2009:	  11).	  Democracy	  is	  again	  understood	  precisely	  as	  the	  remedy	  for	  violence.	  	  
265	  
	  This	  seemed	  the	  point	  at	  which	  liberal	  democracy	  really	  had	  to	  depart	  from	  the	  excessively	  masculine	  and	  violent	  culture	  of	  Islam.	  Fay	  Weldon,	  in	  her	  pamphlet	  on	  the	  affair,	  described	  the	  Holy	  Qu’ran	  as	  “food	  for	  no-­‐thought.	  […]	  It	  forbids	  change,	  interpretation,	  self-­‐knowledge,	  even	  art,	  for	  fear	  of	  treading	  on	  Allah’s	  creative	  toes”	  (Weldon,	  1989:	  6).	  The	  rational,	  discursive	  possibilities	  of	  democracy	  appeared	  to	  sit	  in	  sharp	  contrast	  with	  the	  unreasoned	  violence	  of	  Islamic	  teaching.	  
 A	  condemnation	  of	  violence	  is	  not	  difficult.	  This	  is	  probably	  why	  the	  vast	  majority	  of	  Muslims	  who	  were	  angered	  by	  The	  Satanic	  Verses	  did	  not	  resort	  to	  or	  condone	  violence,	  but	  instead	  -­‐	  as	  discussed	  above	  -­‐	  protested	  in	  legal	  and	  peaceful	  ways,	  using	  the	  democratic	  channels	  open	  to	  them.	  It	  is	  probably	  why	  polling	  suggested	  that	  fewer	  than	  30%	  of	  Muslims	  -­‐	  even	  in	  a	  highly	  hysterical	  and	  polarised	  environment	  of	  great	  peer	  pressure	  and	  bravado	  -­‐	  would	  at	  any	  point	  even	  say	  to	  a	  pollster	  that	  they	  supported	  the	  death	  threat,	  much	  less	  act	  upon	  it.	  Why	  such	  polling	  evidence	  was	  reported	  as	  “Muslims	  back	  Rushdie	  action”	  by	  the	  usually	  responsible	  Guardian	  newspaper	  is	  simply	  baffling	  (The	  Guardian,	  1989).	  	  	  Certainly,	  Ziauddin	  Sardar	  and	  Merryl	  Wyn	  Davies	  advocate	  that	  Muslims	  should	  not	  “forgive”	  Rushdie,	  but	  nevertheless,	  suggest	  that	  an	  “alternative	  future”	  would	  be	  based	  upon	  a	  detailed	  encounter	  between	  what	  they	  see	  as	  two	  traditions	  (Muslims	  and	  “postmoderns”),	  in	  which	  both	  try	  to	  understand	  the	  history	  of	  the	  other	  (Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  1990).	  This	  may	  be	  a	  naive	  reading	  of	  a	  complex,	  intertwined	  history,	  but	  it	  appears	  to	  be	  the	  antithesis	  of	  irrational	  violence. 
 A	  condemnation	  of	  violence	  is	  not	  difficult	  to	  provide.	  That	  is	  why	  it	  is	  so	  distressing,	  even	  after	  all	  these	  years,	  to	  read	  about	  the	  story	  of	  “Ramesh	  K”	  and	  his	  family,	  who	  were	  in	  1989	  hounded	  from	  their	  shop,	  livelihood	  and	  home	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  a	  degrading	  series	  of	  violent,	  racist	  attacks,	  which	  resulted	  in	  broken	  bones	  and	  internal	  injuries	  as	  well	  as	  racist	  slogans	  and	  posters	  daubed	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on	  their	  premises	  over	  the	  course	  of	  two	  years	  (Rose,	  1989).	  Mr	  K	  showed	  great	  courage	  and	  forbearance	  in	  continuing	  in	  his	  work:	  “We	  couldn’t	  let	  them	  win.	  We	  could	  have	  put	  the	  shutters	  up,	  but	  they’d	  have	  said,	  ‘yeah,	  we	  got	  the	  Pakis	  out’”	  (quoted	  in	  ibid).	  The	  last	  straw	  came	  on	  17	  August	  1989,	  when	  two	  men	  entered	  the	  shop	  and	  insisted	  that	  Mr	  K	  display	  a	  photograph	  of	  Salman	  Rushdie	  along	  with	  the	  slogan:	  “Rushdie	  in,	  Pakis	  out”	  (ibid).	  “Would	  you	  stay	  there	  when	  you	  were	  getting	  attacked	  night	  after	  night?”	  asked	  Mr	  K	  (quoted	  in	  ibid).	  Meanwhile,	  a	  Mrs	  Bagwell	  from	  the	  local	  residents’	  association	  and	  Chief	  Superintendent	  McLean	  of	  the	  Metropolitan	  Police	  were	  in	  agreement	  that	  the	  ongoing	  attacks	  were	  not	  racially	  motivated,	  but	  rather	  the	  result	  of	  a	  “personal	  vendetta”,	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  when	  told	  to	  “fuck	  off”,	  Mr	  K	  had	  the	  temerity	  to	  “tell	  you	  to	  fuck	  off	  right	  back”,	  described	  by	  local	  police	  officers	  as	  an	  “attitude	  problem”	  on	  Mr	  K’s	  own	  part	  (ibid). 
 The	  detail	  about	  Salman	  Rushdie	  (perhaps)	  aside,	  this	  is	  not	  an	  isolated	  story.	  The	  depressing,	  relentless,	  quotidian	  violence	  faced	  by	  British	  Pakistanis	  in	  the	  1980s	  is	  almost	  impossible	  to	  quantify,	  given	  the	  under-­‐reporting	  that	  is	  hardly	  surprising	  in	  light	  of	  this	  kind	  of	  police	  response.	  However,	  there	  were	  2,366	  
recorded	  racially	  motivated	  incidents	  in	  the	  UK	  in	  1988	  and	  the	  vulnerability	  of	  “Asians”	  in	  particular	  increased	  over	  the	  course	  of	  the	  1980s,	  such	  that	  these	  kinds	  of	  attacks	  were	  understood	  by	  the	  Home	  Affairs	  Select	  Committee	  to	  be	  “a	  feature	  of	  the	  lives	  of	  Asians	  in	  Britain”	  (House	  of	  Commons	  Parliamentary	  Papers,	  1989:	  v-­‐vi).	  This	  is	  more	  vividly	  evidenced	  by	  Kenan	  Malik’s	  memories	  of	  mobilising	  with	  other	  young	  British	  Muslims	  to	  protect	  vulnerable	  families	  in	  the	  face	  of	  police	  indifference	  or	  the	  queues	  of	  Muslims	  lining	  up	  to	  petition	  for	  such	  ad	  hoc	  protection	  dramatised	  in	  The	  Black	  Album	  (Malik,	  2009:	  38;	  Kureishi,	  1995).	  It	  is	  evidenced	  in	  the	  memories	  of	  anyone	  living	  in	  the	  Northern	  mill	  towns	  in	  the	  1980s,	  as	  I	  did,	  who	  will	  be	  fully	  familiar	  with	  the	  phrase	  “Paki-­‐bashing”,	  from	  those	  who	  viewed	  perpetrating	  racial	  violence	  as	  some	  kind	  of	  enjoyable	  and	  entirely	  normal	  “national	  sport”	  (Malik,	  2009:	  xviii).	  	  	  It	  is	  evidenced	  in	  the	  press	  in	  the	  casual	  way	  that	  even	  television	  reviews	  dismiss	  programming	  for	  people	  interested	  in	  the	  subcontinent	  with:	  “They’re	  more	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likely	  to	  be	  planning	  Singh	  Something	  Simple	  or	  Curry-­‐nation	  Street	  [than	  programmes	  on	  “British”	  (sic)	  history]”	  (The	  Sun,	  1989a:	  17).	  Or	  when	  the	  Sunday	  tabloids	  condemn	  the	  Commission	  for	  Racial	  Equality	  for	  preventing	  people	  of	  “Asian	  origin	  [from]	  understand[ing]	  they’re	  now	  supposed	  to	  be	  British”	  (The	  News	  of	  the	  World,	  1989d:	  8).	  Or	  when	  the	  same	  tabloids	  suggest	  that	  “coloured	  immigrants”	  should	  be	  given	  financial	  help	  to	  “return	  to	  their	  country	  of	  origin	  [unless]	  they	  become	  genuinely	  British.	  Not	  like	  the	  book-­‐burning	  Bradford	  Muslims”	  (The	  News	  of	  the	  World,	  1989a).	  With	  such	  racist	  complicity	  from	  the	  democratic	  free	  press,	  little	  wonder	  perhaps	  that	  Mr	  K’s	  neighbours	  felt	  he	  had	  no	  right	  to	  answer	  them	  back.	   
 And	  lest	  we	  congratulate	  ourselves	  on	  how	  much	  better	  things	  became	  later,	  Zaiba	  Malik	  tells	  the	  story	  of	  running	  a	  corner	  shop	  -­‐	  a	  vulnerable	  and	  exposed	  occupation	  undertaken	  by	  many	  British	  Muslims	  -­‐	  for	  an	  undercover	  film	  in	  2001,	  and	  the	  constant	  racial	  abuse	  and	  intimidation	  she	  suffered:	  	  	   pretty	  much	  all	  the	  abuse	  I	  got	  was	  from	  normal	  white	  people	  in	  the	  town	  -­‐	  men,	  women	  and	  children.	  So	  then	  I	  stopped	  liking	  and	  trusting	  white	  people.	  Because	  I	  thought	  they	  all	  thought	  I	  was	  a	  piece	  of	  shit	  […]	  Even	  though	  I	  had	  a	  security	  man	  with	  me,	  I	  was	  petrified	  the	  whole	  time	  (Malik,	  2010:	  258). 
 A	  condemnation	  of	  violence	  is	  not	  difficult	  to	  provide.	  However,	  for	  Foucault,	  “Practicing	  criticism	  is	  a	  matter	  of	  making	  facile	  gestures	  difficult	  […]	  It	  is	  a	  question	  of	  making	  conflicts	  more	  visible”	  (Foucault,	  1988:	  155-­‐156).	  Throughout	  this	  thesis,	  I	  have	  attempted	  to	  make	  it	  more	  difficult	  to	  tell	  a	  story	  of	  ourselves	  as	  a	  rational,	  evolved,	  civilised	  liberal	  democracy	  that	  has	  grown	  out	  of	  a	  thousand	  years	  of	  specifically	  British	  history.	  When	  we	  focus	  on	  the	  productive	  power	  that	  flows	  through	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy,	  rather	  than	  the	  repressive	  power	  of	  censorship	  that	  says	  “no”,	  we	  can	  see	  that	  what	  can	  and	  cannot	  be	  represented	  in	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  polity	  is	  dependent	  on	  the	  repressive	  hypothesis	  itself.	  Violence	  against	  liberal	  values	  is	  vividly	  visible,	  because	  this	  is	  violence	  that	  appears	  to	  be	  repressive:	  the	  protesting	  Muslims	  were	  demanding	  direct	  censorship.	  Peaceful	  democratic	  protests	  by	  a	  beleaguered	  and	  invisible	  minority,	  violence	  against	  individuals	  in	  private	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spaces,	  the	  pain	  caused	  by	  an	  endless	  litany	  of	  racist	  remarks	  that	  are	  casually	  perpetuated	  and	  legitimised	  in	  the	  free	  press	  -­‐	  these	  can	  be	  more	  difficult	  to	  see,	  because	  they	  require	  us	  to	  take	  notice	  of	  the	  web	  of	  productive	  power	  in	  which	  we	  are	  embedded	  and	  which	  makes	  some	  things	  more	  sayable	  than	  others.	  	  	  Let	  us	  be	  particularly	  careful	  of	  the	  facile	  stories	  we	  tell	  about	  the	  violence	  to	  which	  liberal	  democratic	  values	  are	  subjected,	  when	  it	  behoves	  us	  to	  tell	  a	  more	  difficult	  story	  about	  the	  violence	  that	  is	  perpetrated	  against	  the	  “other”	  that	  our	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions	  of	  the	  free	  press,	  civil	  society	  and	  the	  rule	  of	  law	  are	  fully	  complicit	  in	  creating,	  upholding	  and	  perpetrating.	   
 
Postmodern	  Blues	  and	  the	  Blackmail	  of	  Democracy 
 In	  this	  chapter,	  I	  have	  shown	  that	  the	  facile	  gestures	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  make	  about	  “the	  end	  of	  history”	  ought	  to	  be	  made	  more	  difficult.	  Any	  confidence	  that	  1989	  was	  a	  year	  in	  which	  liberal	  democracy	  was	  discovered	  as	  the	  one	  best	  way	  to	  govern	  is	  misplaced:	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  affair	  makes	  visible	  a	  flux	  of	  uncertainties	  that	  affected	  more	  than	  just	  Marxist	  history	  lecturers	  like	  Andrew	  Brownlow	  in	  the	  weeks	  and	  months	  that	  followed	  the	  collapse	  of	  the	  Communist	  regimes	  and	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War. 
 Instead,	  to	  everyone	  in	  The	  Black	  Album,	  as	  the	  Berlin	  Wall	  crumbles,	  the	  blasphemous	  book	  is	  emblematic	  of	  a	  certain	  kind	  of	  doubt,	  a	  challenge	  to	  the	  narratives	  of	  religion	  (Islam)	  or	  ideology	  (secular	  democracy	  or	  Marxism).	  Shahid	  regards	  the	  book	  “as	  a	  question”	  (Kureishi,	  1995)	  which	  cannot	  necessarily	  be	  reduced	  to	  the	  formulations	  of	  right	  or	  wrong,	  sane	  or	  mad,	  liberal	  or	  Muslim.	  It	  is	  the	  impossibility,	  perhaps,	  of	  a	  certain	  sort	  of	  questioning	  that	  is	  vividly	  symbolised	  by	  the	  burning	  book	  -­‐	  a	  questioning	  which	  might	  challenge	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  debate	  and	  thereby	  elude	  the	  blackmail.	  Shahid	  ends	  up	  succumbing,	  however.	  He	  fails	  in	  his	  attempt	  to	  get	  his	  fellow	  Muslims	  to	  debate	  their	  own	  taboos	  and	  question	  their	  own	  attitude	  to	  blasphemy	  and	  notes	  that	  even	  after	  the	  outrage	  of	  the	  book-­‐burning,	  “Normality	  was	  rapidly	  reestablished.	  British	  institutions	  might	  be	  rotten,	  but	  they	  still	  stood,	  having	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existed	  for	  years”	  (ibid).	  Given	  the	  intransigence	  of	  the	  two	  “sides”	  in	  the	  blackmail,	  and	  his	  inability	  to	  persuade	  others	  to	  doubt,	  he	  is	  forced	  eventually	  -­‐	  after	  much	  soul-­‐searching	  -­‐	  to	  pick	  a	  side	  and	  leaves	  London	  with	  Deedee	  Osgood. 
 For	  many	  commentators,	  it	  is	  the	  very	  pervasiveness	  of	  doubt	  and	  uncertainty	  that	  creates	  a	  serious	  problem	  in	  1989.	  Although	  “poststructuralism”	  was	  quite	  late	  to	  reach	  the	  general	  reader	  in	  Britain,	  by	  1989	  the	  comic	  novels	  of	  David	  Lodge	  had	  familiarised	  those	  who	  were	  more	  literary	  with	  the	  perils	  of	  moral	  relativism	  and	  a	  certain	  dangerous	  “nihilism”	  was	  more	  broadly	  viewed	  as	  symptomatic	  of	  late	  modern	  life	  (see,	  for	  example	  Zohar,	  1989;	  Cupitt,	  1989;	  Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  1990:	  11).	  No	  less	  a	  mind	  than	  Edward	  Said	  diagnosed	  “[t]he	  virtual	  exhaustion	  of	  grand	  systems	  and	  total	  theories”	  (Said,	  1989).	  This	  concern	  invaded	  even	  the	  satisfaction	  at	  the	  demise	  of	  an	  old	  enemy.	  According	  to	  the	  Dean	  of	  Emmanuel	  College,	  Cambridge:	   
 Our	  self-­‐satisfaction	  has	  been	  confirmed	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  decade	  by	  the	  sudden	  tottering	  of	  the	  East	  European	  regimes.	  We	  think	  we	  are	  in	  comparatively	  good	  shape;	  but	  we	  are	  not.	  We	  have	  our	  own	  spiritual	  crisis.	  We	  may	  not	  like	  the	  fundamentalist	  diagnosis	  and	  remedy,	  -­‐	  but	  it	  may	  prevail	  over	  us,	  unless	  we	  get	  down	  to	  producing	  something	  better	  for	  ourselves	  (Cupitt,	  1989).	   
 What	  is	  the	  narrative	  that	  might	  provide	  a	  satisfying	  riposte	  to	  the	  “fundamentalist	  diagnosis	  and	  remedy”,	  that	  might	  re-­‐galvanise	  Western	  forces	  and	  offer	  a	  certain	  moral	  clarity?	  For	  journalist	  Amir	  Taheri,	  it	  is	  democracy	  that	  provides	  an	  answer	  and	  an	  alternative.	  In	  an	  oddly	  haunting	  plea,	  he	  suggests	  that	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  democracy:	  “People	  led	  into	  despair	  by	  an	  oppressive	  system	  are	  always	  in	  danger	  of	  choosing	  something	  much	  worse,	  just	  as	  a	  man	  caught	  in	  a	  skyscraper	  fire	  might	  jump	  out	  of	  the	  nearest	  window”	  (Taheri,	  1989).	  Thus	  the	  end	  of	  history	  narrative	  is	  not	  an	  end	  to	  uncertainty,	  but	  rather	  a	  way	  of	  managing	  it.	  	  	  As	  a	  new	  “other”	  to	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  identified	  in	  English	  towns,	  as	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  affair	  presented	  an	  opportunity	  –	  according	  to	  Inayat	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Bunglawala	  of	  the	  Muslim	  Council	  of	  Britain	  	  -­‐	  “for	  the	  forging	  of	  a	  more	  confident	  Islamic	  identity	  among	  many	  British	  Muslims”	  (quoted	  in	  Malik,	  2009:	  123),	  as	  Muslims	  offer	  up	  religious	  belief	  as	  a	  corrective	  for	  a	  world	  in	  which	  “the	  supreme	  value	  of	  doubt”	  is	  epitomised	  by	  Salman	  Rushdie	  and	  the	  kind	  of	  artistic	  work	  that	  privileges	  “duplicity,	  truthlessness,	  doubt	  and	  ambiguity”	  (Sardar	  and	  Wyn	  Davies,	  1990:	  10-­‐11),	  the	  narrative	  available	  for	  a	  secular	  alternative	  to	  doubt	  is	  that	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  	  The	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  gives	  the	  triumph	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  a	  particularly	  victorious	  slant,	  but	  its	  intersection	  with	  a	  “thousand	  year”	  imagined	  national	  history	  and	  the	  tropes	  of	  civilisation	  that	  go	  with	  it	  mean	  that	  it	  is	  a	  narrative	  that	  has	  considerable	  flexibility	  and	  appeal.	  Considering	  these	  events	  twenty	  years	  later,	  Kenan	  Malik	  suggests	  that	  “the	  burning	  book	  in	  Bradford	  to	  the	  burning	  towers	  in	  Manhattan	  on	  9/11	  and	  the	  burning	  bus	  in	  London	  on	  7/7”	  are	  intimately	  linked	  through	  the	  emergence	  of	  an	  Islamic	  identity	  that	  is	  alienated	  from	  democracy	  (Malik,	  2009:	  xii).	  In	  response,	  he	  advocates	  a	  more	  robust	  liberal	  democratic	  narrative	  that	  would	  move	  away	  from	  the	  relativism	  of	  multiculturalism	  and	  instead	  create	  a	  “community	  of	  citizens”	  (ibid:	  130).	  If	  the	  problem	  is	  doubt	  and	  uncertainty,	  then	  the	  answer	  is	  democracy	  promotion.	  This	  is	  a	  response	  that,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  offers	  a	  useful	  solution	  which	  entails	  plenty	  to	  be	  done	  when	  disaster	  strikes	  in	  2005.	  The	  end	  of	  history	  began	  as	  a	  future-­‐oriented	  civilising	  project,	  as	  it	  continues	  to	  be. 
 I	  have	  my	  doubts	  as	  to	  whether	  this	  thesis	  is	  a	  poststructural	  piece	  of	  work,	  but	  what	  this	  chapter	  has	  attempted	  to	  do	  is	  to	  show	  the	  benefit	  of	  (the)	  doubt.	  This	  is	  not	  the	  same	  thing	  as	  the	  nihilistic	  free	  play	  of	  ambiguities	  which	  is	  caricatured	  by	  commentators	  in	  1989,	  but	  rather	  an	  attempt	  to	  practise	  criticism,	  “to	  escape	  the	  dilemma	  of	  being	  either	  for	  or	  against”,	  as	  Foucault	  would	  have	  it	  (1988:	  154).	  I	  have	  done	  this	  by	  showing	  that	  a	  choice	  between	  a	  rational,	  liberal,	  civilised,	  secular	  British	  democracy	  and	  an	  emotional,	  violent,	  misogynist,	  barbaric,	  foreign	  Islam	  is	  a	  false	  one,	  which	  functions	  to	  exhort	  conformity	  to	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  status	  quo	  and	  pedagogic	  national	  narrative	  that	  is	  far	  from	  ideal.	  What	  Foucault	  can	  do,	  then,	  is	  enable	  us	  to	  change	  the	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subject	  and	  rather	  than	  asking	  whether	  Islamic	  values	  are	  compatible	  with	  Britishness	  and	  liberal	  democracy,	  prompt	  us	  to	  question	  whether	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  quite	  what	  we	  think	  it	  is.	  In	  this	  chapter,	  I	  have	  shown	  that	  democracy	  promotion	  is	  not	  innocent	  of	  the	  power	  that	  makes	  certain	  things	  unsayable,	  that	  censors,	  that	  oppresses	  women	  and	  that	  perpetrates	  violence,	  but	  is	  rather	  fully	  complicit	  in	  the	  power	  relations	  that	  constitute	  these	  things.	  This	  is	  a	  theme	  that	  will	  continue	  into	  the	  next	  chapter. 
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Chapter	  7:	  The	  Art	  of	  Integration:	  Representing	  British	  Muslims 
 
A	  solitary	  image	  cannot	  testify	  to	  what	  is	  revealed	  through	  it,	  but	  must	  be	  
attached	  to	  another	  image,	  another	  piece	  of	  information,	  another	  assertion	  
or	  description,	  another	  grievance	  or	  piece	  of	  evidence,	  another	  broadcast,	  
another	  transmitter.	  An	  image	  is	  only	  ever	  another	  statement	  in	  a	  regime	  of	  
statements.	  (Ariella	  Azoulay,	  The	  Civil	  Contract	  of	  Photography) 
 This	  chapter	  brings	  the	  story	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  up-­‐to-­‐date,	  showing	  how	  it	  plays	  out	  in	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  and	  Democracy	  Promotion	  of	  contemporary	  Britain.	  It	  makes	  three	  related	  points.	  First,	  it	  shows	  that	  the	  incipiently	  violent	  othering	  practices	  and	  teleological	  narrative	  of	  history	  that	  emerged	  in	  1989	  to	  control	  and	  contain	  Muslims,	  or	  bring	  them	  up-­‐to-­‐date,	  are	  still	  with	  us.	  They	  can	  be	  traced	  in	  the	  newspapers,	  particularly	  from	  the	  time	  of	  the	  London	  bombings	  when	  this	  particular	  other	  once	  again	  became	  highly	  visible.	  	  	  Second,	  however,	  these	  othering	  representations	  have	  become	  the	  focus	  of	  political	  struggle	  on	  the	  part	  of	  British	  Muslims.	  As	  such,	  there	  have	  been	  attempts	  to	  disrupt	  some	  of	  the	  narratives	  that	  suggest	  Muslims	  are	  somehow	  foreign,	  by	  producing	  new	  representations.	  The	  example	  I	  give	  here	  is	  a	  photography	  exhibition,	  The	  Art	  of	  Integration,	  (Sanders	  2008,	  2009),	  which	  was	  supported	  by	  the	  FCO.	  The	  representations	  in	  it	  attempt	  to	  redraw	  the	  boundary	  between	  British	  and	  foreign,	  with	  Muslims	  firmly	  on	  the	  inside.	  However,	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  struggle	  has	  been	  conservative	  in	  its	  effects.	  Rather	  than	  resist	  the	  violent	  terms	  of	  being	  “for	  or	  against”	  democracy,	  the	  exhibition	  accedes	  to	  the	  blackmail.	  It	  therefore	  tacitly	  puts	  forward	  the	  view	  that	  the	  everyday	  practices	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  and	  capitalism	  are	  the	  remedy	  for	  violence	  and	  not	  a	  matter	  for	  contestation.	  Like	  their	  compatriots,	  in	  other	  words,	  many	  British	  Muslims	  have	  simply	  embraced	  their	  role	  as	  freely-­‐choosing	  subjects	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality.	  	  Thirdly,	  I	  go	  on	  to	  demonstrate	  that	  despite	  the	  well-­‐intentioned	  efforts	  of	  the	  FCO	  to	  frame	  othering	  practices	  that	  include	  British	  Muslims,	  there	  has	  been	  no	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thoroughgoing	  attempt	  to	  dismantle	  the	  civilising	  stories	  we	  tell	  about	  ourselves,	  about	  the	  perfection	  of	  our	  institutions,	  about	  the	  savage	  and	  about	  the	  barbarian.	  Consequently,	  violence	  is	  still	  deeply	  implicated	  in	  the	  everyday	  ethical	  practices	  of	  British	  democratic	  lives.	  As	  ever,	  this	  is	  never	  more	  so	  than	  when	  interrogating	  the	  division	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  and	  the	  related	  terrain	  of	  gender	  relations.	  I	  show	  this	  using	  Chris	  Morris’s	  (2010)	  subversive	  film,	  Four	  Lions.	  	  In	  some	  ways,	  then,	  since	  1989	  things	  have	  improved	  for	  British	  Muslims.	  The	  common	  law	  offence	  of	  blasphemous	  libel	  was	  finally	  repealed	  in	  Britain	  in	  2008,	  by	  which	  time	  a	  law	  against	  incitement	  to	  religious	  hatred	  had	  been	  introduced,	  offering	  protection	  to	  Muslims	  as	  well	  as	  Christians	  and	  other	  major	  faiths	  (Nash,	  2007:	  138).	  	  Racist	  violence	  against	  British	  Asians	  has	  also	  decreased	  somewhat	  (Malik,	  2009:	  236).	  From	  my	  long	  hours	  in	  the	  newspaper	  library,	  I	  can	  also	  report	  that	  the	  tone	  of	  the	  populist	  tabloid	  press	  became	  considerably	  less	  overtly	  racist	  in	  the	  intervening	  years:	  I	  have	  no	  examples	  of	  crass	  jokes	  about	  curry	  or	  offers	  to	  send	  Muslims	  “home”	  from	  these	  papers	  in	  the	  contemporary	  period.	  	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  however,	  the	  circulating	  discourses	  that	  had	  emerged	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  affair	  -­‐	  the	  fears	  that	  Islamic	  religious	  identities	  might	  be	  in	  some	  way	  incompatible	  with	  Britishness	  and	  its	  democratic	  values	  that	  had	  been	  hard-­‐won	  through	  the	  civilising	  process	  of	  its	  history	  -­‐	  had	  intensified.	  Following	  the	  London	  bombings	  of	  2005,	  increasing	  anxiety	  about	  belonging,	  identity	  and	  fears	  about	  a	  divisive	  multiculturalism	  led	  to	  a	  reassertion	  of	  the	  importance	  of	  a	  commitment	  to	  British	  values,	  particularly	  liberal	  democracy.	  As	  we	  saw	  in	  Section	  1,	  this	  functioned	  to	  externalise	  the	  threat,	  so	  that	  anyone	  not	  able	  to	  participate	  in	  democratic	  values	  was	  to	  be	  considered,	  by	  definition,	  foreign.	  	  
 Nevertheless,	  some	  of	  the	  most	  shocking	  images	  of	  the	  bombers	  were	  those	  which	  suggested	  they	  were	  indeed	  thoroughly	  British	  in	  all	  sorts	  of	  recognisable	  ways.	  The	  Sun	  newspaper	  printed	  copies	  of	  their	  birth	  certificates	  and	  there	  was	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great	  shock	  at	  hearing	  the	  bombers’	  voices	  -­‐	  on	  pre-­‐recorded	  videos	  -­‐	  with	  their	  recognisably	  broad	  Yorkshire	  accents.	  Once	  again,	  the	  Northern	  mill	  towns	  were	  in	  the	  spotlight.	  Perhaps	  most	  shocking	  of	  all,	  though,	  was	  the	  image	  of	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  in	  his	  caring	  role	  as	  a	  professional	  classroom	  assistant.	  It	  seemed	  difficult	  to	  reconcile	  these	  young	  men,	  who	  appeared	  thoroughly	  ordinary,	  with	  a	  threat	  to	  the	  national	  security	  and	  the	  democratic	  values	  that	  constituted	  British	  life.	  If	  the	  foreign	  is	  identical	  with	  a	  particular	  barbarian	  ideology,	  how	  was	  it	  to	  be	  recognised?	  If	  the	  border	  could	  not	  be	  policed	  using	  passport	  checks,	  how	  might	  it	  be	  managed	  instead?	   
 Democracy	  promotion	  continued	  to	  be	  used	  as	  a	  way	  of	  managing	  this	  kind	  of	  epistemological	  uncertainty.	  It	  was	  widely	  accepted	  that	  not	  all	  Muslims	  were	  terrorists,	  but	  if	  not,	  how	  might	  we	  tell	  the	  barbarian	  from	  the	  democrat	  (or	  the	  savage)?	  A	  broad	  set	  of	  representations	  imply	  that	  it	  is	  through	  ordinary	  ethical	  practices	  of	  thought,	  the	  minutiae	  of	  daily	  life,	  through	  which	  the	  border	  between	  the	  self	  and	  the	  other	  can	  be	  distinguished.	  Of	  course,	  these	  representations	  are	  not	  describing	  the	  border	  but	  performatively	  producing	  and	  reproducing	  it.	  	  	  It	  is	  particularly	  useful	  to	  think	  about	  photography	  as	  a	  means	  of	  representing	  British	  Muslims,	  because	  photographs	  on	  the	  face	  of	  it	  seem	  to	  promise	  a	  more	  or	  less	  unmediated	  vision	  of	  the	  world	  as	  it	  is,	  as	  encapsulated	  by	  the	  notion	  that	  the	  camera	  never	  lies.	  	  Photography	  seems	  to	  give	  the	  most	  accurate	  representation	  possible	  of	  the	  world:	  to	  capture	  as	  much	  as	  describe	  it.	  As	  such,	  photographs	  can	  be	  taken	  to	  be	  as	  corroborating	  evidence	  of	  a	  verbal	  description,	  or	  as	  empirical	  proof	  of	  a	  descriptive	  claim.	  	  	  Of	  course,	  however,	  this	  impression	  is	  illusory.	  As	  Michael	  Shapiro	  puts	  it:	   
 Representations	  do	  not	  imitate	  reality	  but	  are	  rather	  practices	  through	  which	  things	  take	  on	  meaning	  and	  value;	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  a	  representation	  is	  regarded	  as	  realistic,	  it	  is	  because	  it	  is	  so	  familiar	  that	  it	  operates	  transparently	  […]	  photography	  is	  one	  of	  the	  representational	  practices	  that	  has	  become	  so	  naturalised.	  (Shapiro,	  1988:	  xi) 
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The	  very	  fact	  that	  photographs	  can	  readily	  be	  taken	  as	  a	  form	  of	  transparent	  truth	  is	  what	  makes	  them	  so	  powerful.	  As	  meaning-­‐making	  practices	  that	  are	  chosen,	  framed	  and	  captioned	  in	  a	  particular	  way,	  they	  offer	  particular	  modes	  of	  understanding	  the	  world,	  and	  elide	  others,	  all	  the	  while	  being	  offered	  as	  above	  the	  play	  of	  power	  that	  might	  accompany	  editorialising	  or	  headlines.	  For	  this	  reason,	  photographs	  play	  an	  extremely	  important	  role	  in	  the	  constitution	  of	  democratic	  identities	  through	  the	  institution	  of	  the	  free	  press.	  Photographs	  are	  everywhere	  in	  newspapers,	  offering	  not	  only	  ways	  of	  understanding	  the	  news	  of	  the	  day	  but	  also	  the	  modes	  of	  bodily	  inscription	  and	  ethical	  practices	  of	  identity	  that	  are	  available	  and	  how	  they	  intersect	  with	  different	  ways	  of	  life. 	  I	  shall	  begin,	  then,	  by	  looking	  at	  some	  conventional	  tabloid	  representations	  of	  Muslims	  to	  sketch	  out	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  foreignness	  is	  understood	  to	  inhere	  in	  visible	  bodily	  practices.	  This	  is	  by	  way	  of	  showing	  the	  context	  -­‐	  or	  the	  regime	  of	  statements	  -­‐	  in	  which	  a	  photographic	  exhibition	  The	  Art	  of	  Integration	  by	  British	  Muslim	  photographer,	  Peter	  Sanders,	  came	  into	  being	  and	  which	  it	  critiques.	  This	  set	  of,	  often	  beautiful,	  photographs	  explicitly	  intends	  to	  stand	  “[c]ontrary	  to	  the	  headlines	  and	  editorialising”	  and	  to	  provide	  British	  Islam	  with	  alternative	  modes	  of	  visibility	  that	  seek	  to	  resolve	  any	  implicit	  tension	  between	  being	  British	  and	  being	  Muslim,	  putting	  forward	  an	  alternative	  narrative	  about	  history	  in	  which	  Muslims	  have	  been	  a	  part	  of	  British	  life	  for	  almost	  as	  long	  as	  democracy.	  	  	  What	  is	  particularly	  interesting	  about	  the	  exhibition,	  however,	  is	  that	  it	  was	  enthusiastically	  picked	  up	  by	  the	  FCO,	  who	  provided	  funding	  both	  centrally	  and	  through	  Britain’s	  networks	  of	  Embassies	  and	  High	  Commissions,	  for	  the	  photographs	  to	  be	  toured	  around	  Muslim	  majority	  countries	  and	  to	  establish	  a	  professional	  website	  to	  make	  them	  more	  widely	  available	  around	  the	  world	  (FCO,	  2011).	  Whilst	  a	  tiny	  part	  of	  the	  FCO’s	  overall	  budget,	  this	  intervention	  is	  nevertheless	  intriguing	  because	  it	  demonstrates	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  British	  identities,	  and	  modes	  of	  representing	  them,	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  at	  stake	  in,	  and	  form	  part	  of,	  Foreign	  Policy	  practices.	  I	  therefore	  look	  in	  some	  detail	  at	  a	  selection	  of	  these	  photographs	  to	  explore	  how	  they	  establish	  and	  problematise	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the	  border	  between	  what	  is	  British,	  what	  is	  foreign	  and	  how	  this	  intersects	  with	  what	  it	  can	  mean	  to	  be	  a	  Muslim	  in	  Britain.	  	  	  Having	  discussed	  what	  I	  view	  as	  the	  profound	  conservatism	  of	  this	  exhibition	  in	  more	  detail,	  I	  go	  on	  to	  show	  how	  the	  vision	  of	  Britishness,	  civilisation	  and	  democracy	  that	  lie	  at	  its	  heart	  can	  be	  disrupted	  by	  a	  closer	  look	  at	  the	  values	  it	  enshrines.	  To	  do	  so,	  I	  offer	  a	  detailed	  reading	  of	  Chris	  Morris’s	  satirical	  film	  Four	  
Lions,	  which	  shows	  that	  the	  uncertainty	  provoked	  by	  the	  bombings	  is	  not	  really	  resolved	  by	  the	  sorts	  of	  images	  in	  the	  exhibition.	  Although	  these	  photographs	  implicitly	  embrace	  the	  everyday	  ethical	  practices	  and	  historical	  narratives	  of	  the	  civilisational	  narrative	  as	  a	  remedy	  for	  violence,	  the	  inconvenient	  fact	  is,	  as	  Morris	  shows,	  that	  they	  would	  have	  been	  little	  help	  in	  identifying	  the	  bombers	  who	  seemed	  right	  to	  the	  last	  minute	  to	  participate	  in	  these	  civilised	  practices	  themselves.	  Liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  with	  its	  sharp	  and	  gendered	  division	  into	  a	  public	  and	  private	  sphere	  is,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  shown	  by	  Morris	  to	  enable	  violence	  in	  myriad	  ways	  from	  the	  state	  to	  the	  family.	  The	  epistemological	  difficulties	  of	  telling	  British	  Muslims	  from	  terrorists	  is	  exposed	  to	  be	  a	  function	  of	  the	  fact	  that	  British	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  not	  the	  opposite	  of	  violence.	  There	  is	  no	  way	  of	  disentangling	  violence	  from	  a	  Britishness	  that	  is	  so	  deeply	  involved	  with	  it.	  	  This	  film,	  then,	  although	  it	  is	  fictional,	  provides	  a	  way	  of	  discerning	  a	  more	  compelling	  and	  useful	  truth	  than	  the	  photographs	  that	  are	  put	  forward	  as	  an	  unproblematic	  description	  of	  reality.	  In	  the	  final	  section	  of	  this	  chapter	  I	  show	  that	  it	  is	  Chris	  Morris	  who	  shows	  us	  tantalising	  glimpses	  of	  the	  sorts	  of	  ethical	  practices	  that	  might	  provide	  us	  with	  other	  ways	  to	  live. 
 
They	  Don’t	  Represent	  British	  Muslims 
 Like	  any	  form	  of	  discursive	  representation,	  it	  is	  impossible	  to	  understand	  photographs	  in	  isolation.	  Rather,	  they	  form	  part	  of	  an	  overall	  web	  of	  social	  and	  discursive	  power	  always	  in	  dialogue	  with	  each	  other	  and	  with	  other	  modes	  of	  representation	  and	  have	  to	  be	  analysed	  as	  part	  of	  the	  context	  in	  which	  they	  sit.	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Consequently,	  before	  looking	  in	  detail	  at	  the	  direct	  Foreign	  Policy	  intervention,	  the	  Art	  of	  Integration	  exhibition	  I	  want	  to	  provide	  some	  examples	  of	  how	  British	  Muslims	  and	  their	  relation	  to	  democracy	  are	  portrayed	  particularly	  in	  the	  populist	  tabloids,	  as	  this	  is	  the	  narrative	  that	  the	  exhibition	  appears	  directly	  to	  be	  aimed	  at	  disrupting.	  I	  will	  use	  as	  an	  example	  the	  coverage	  from	  the	  Sun	  newspaper	  of	  the	  London	  bombings	  as	  this	  particular	  episode	  offers	  the	  most	  obvious	  instance	  of	  the	  forms	  of	  visibility	  and	  the	  possibilities	  for	  “reading”	  British	  Muslim	  identities	  at	  a	  time	  of	  heightened	  anxiety	  and	  scrutiny. 
 As	  we	  have	  seen,	  the	  enemy	  around	  whom	  constructions	  of	  Britishness	  revolve	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  bombings	  is	  the	  barbarian	  “terrorist”.	  Although	  there	  is	  an	  insistence	  amongst	  press	  and	  politicians	  that	  “British	  Muslims”	  are	  not	  to	  be	  confused	  with	  terrorists,	  in	  the	  modes	  of	  representing	  both	  these	  groups	  circulating	  at	  the	  time	  there	  is	  an	  elision	  which	  is	  intimately	  related	  to	  the	  everyday	  politics	  of	  a	  “British	  way	  of	  life”.	  	  	  For	  example,	  on	  9	  July	  2005,	  before	  it	  became	  known	  that	  the	  four	  bombers	  were	  all	  British	  citizens,	  the	  Sun	  published	  five	  pictures	  of	  people	  whom	  they	  imply	  may	  be	  suspects,	  including	  Osama	  bin	  Laden.	  All	  five	  are	  identified	  as	  Muslims,	  an	  identity	  which	  is	  in	  four	  out	  of	  five	  pictures	  inscribed	  physically	  by	  beards,	  a	  skullcap	  and	  other	  kinds	  of	  headgear.	  They	  are	  also	  identified	  by	  name	  and	  as	  not	  British.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  accompanying	  article	  suggests	  “fears	  that	  more	  and	  more	  young	  Muslims	  are	  being	  brainwashed	  to	  hate	  Britain	  -­‐	  and	  target	  their	  adopted	  country	  with	  terror	  strikes”	  (Hughes	  and	  Kay,	  2005:	  8).	  This	  implies	  not	  only	  a	  dichotomy	  between	  Muslims	  and	  Britain	  but	  also	  an	  association	  between	  Muslims	  (British	  or	  not)	  and	  terrorist.	  This	  sits	  alongside	  the	  implication	  that	  even	  if	  they	  are	  born	  in	  the	  UK,	  Muslims	  are	  in	  some	  way	  still	  “foreign”,	  that	  Britain	  may	  only	  ever	  be	  “adopted”.	  Such	  a	  condition	  of	  difference	  is	  underlined	  by	  the	  proximity	  of	  the	  article	  to	  the	  pictures	  of	  “known”	  foreign	  terrorists.	  Underlined	  in	  the	  way	  that	  an	  Islamic	  identity	  may	  be	  inscribed	  onto	  bodies	  by	  modes	  of	  dress	  and	  appearance	  is	  the	  implication	  that	  people	  who	  look	  like	  this	  might	  be	  foreign,	  suspicious,	  dangerous. 
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The	  supposed	  dichotomy	  between	  Muslims	  and	  Britons	  is	  echoed	  on	  the	  day	  the	  announcement	  is	  made	  that	  the	  bombers	  were	  British;	  whilst	  the	  Sun’s	  leading	  article	  itself	  insists	  that	  the	  bombers	  “do	  not	  represent	  Britain’s	  Muslim	  community”	  (The	  Sun,	  2005:	  8),	  the	  opposite	  page	  is	  half	  covered	  by	  a	  large	  headline	  which	  states:	  “200	  more	  Brits	  are	  ready	  to	  blow	  themselves	  up.”	  Anxiety	  resides	  in	  the	  uncertainty	  as	  to	  whether	  the	  bombers	  do	  represent	  a	  form	  of	  Britishness	  or	  not.	  This	  article	  asserts	  that	  these	  “British	  citizens	  have	  been	  trained	  in	  Osama	  Bin	  Laden’s	  terror	  camps	  in	  Afghanistan,	  Pakistan	  and	  Syria”,	  which	  is	  suggestive	  of	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  activities	  which	  may	  be	  an	  ordinary	  part	  of	  the	  way	  of	  life	  of	  millions	  of	  British	  citizens	  -­‐	  that	  is,	  regular	  trips	  to	  Pakistan	  and	  other	  predominantly	  Muslim	  countries	  -­‐	  can	  be	  read	  as	  performances	  that	  are	  not	  immediately	  acceptable	  as	  “British”,	  but	  are	  threatening,	  foreign,	  suspicious	  (Amoore,	  2008:	  134).	  Muslims	  are	  in	  an	  ambiguous	  position.	  It	  is	  not	  clear,	  when	  observing	  any	  given	  individual	  Muslim’s	  practices,	  whether	  they	  are	  British	  or	  whether	  they	  are	  displaying	  worrying	  signs	  of	  terrorism	  and	  a	  foreign,	  barbarian	  ideology. 
 The	  most	  poignant	  of	  representations	  of	  British	  Muslims	  at	  the	  time	  of	  the	  bombings	  is	  that	  of	  Shahara	  Akhter	  Islam,	  a	  young	  Muslim	  woman	  of	  20	  who	  was	  killed	  in	  the	  bus	  bombing	  on	  Tavistock	  Square.	  Shahara	  Islam	  is	  regularly	  invoked	  by	  the	  press	  as	  an	  exemplar	  of	  a	  British	  Muslim	  who	  manages	  to	  embrace	  both	  “sides”	  of	  this	  identity,	  and	  in	  a	  particularly	  telling	  article	  in	  the	  
Sun,	  she	  is	  contrasted	  with	  Hasib	  Hussain,	  the	  bomber	  who	  killed	  her.	  	  	  The	  photograph	  of	  her,	  presented	  here	  side-­‐by-­‐side	  with	  an	  impassive	  Hussain,	  and	  which	  is	  reproduced	  numerous	  times	  in	  a	  wide	  variety	  of	  newspapers,	  shows	  her	  smiling,	  wearing	  make-­‐up,	  earrings,	  a	  shalwar	  kameez	  and	  light	  
dupatta	  covering	  her	  shoulders	  but	  not	  her	  head.	  Thus,	  unthreatening	  in	  her	  femininity,	  recognisably	  Muslim,	  she	  is	  said	  to	  have	  “straddled	  two	  cultures	  effortlessly”	  whilst	  “Hussain	  struggled	  with	  both”	  (Hendry,	  2005:	  8).	  She	  is	  an	  idealised	  representation	  of	  a	  “truly	  modern	  Muslim”	  (note	  the	  now-­‐familiar	  invocation	  of	  temporality)	  and	  her	  participation	  in	  consumerist	  practices	  typical	  of	  economically	  developed	  societies,	  particularly	  a	  love	  of	  fashion,	  is	  everywhere	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cited	  as	  proof	  of	  her	  “Britishness”:	  “[she]	  loved	  her	  Burberry	  handbag	  as	  much	  as	  the	  shalwar	  kameez	  she	  occasionally	  wore	  at	  home”.	  	  	  This	  is	  in	  marked	  contrast	  with	  Hussain,	  who	  “began	  dressing	  in	  traditional	  Muslim	  clothes	  and	  growing	  a	  beard”	  (ibid).	  Britishness	  may	  not	  be	  incompatible	  with	  wearing	  clothes	  that	  are	  “traditional”	  or	  “Muslim”,	  but	  the	  physical,	  visible	  inscription	  of	  identity	  and	  the	  way	  it	  represents	  a	  set	  of	  everyday	  and	  ordinary	  practices	  are	  important	  and	  can	  constitute	  grounds	  not	  only	  for	  approval	  but	  also	  for	  fear	  and	  suspicion.	  This	  is	  a	  point	  which	  was	  doubtless	  not	  lost	  on	  many	  Muslims	  in	  an	  atmosphere	  of	  ongoing	  fear	  of	  a	  “backlash”	  (Dodd	  et	  al.,	  2005)	  and	  in	  which	  passengers	  on	  London	  public	  transport	  were	  encouraged	  to	  police	  one	  another,	  keeping	  their	  eyes	  open	  for	  “something	  suspicious”	  (Closs	  Stephens,	  2008:	  70).	   
 If	  these	  representations	  of	  “good”	  and	  “bad”,	  “civilised”	  and	  “barbarous”,	  Muslims	  appear	  to	  reinforce	  the	  binary	  formulation	  of	  self	  and	  other	  -­‐	  domestic	  and	  foreign	  -­‐	  they	  are	  also	  the	  point	  at	  which	  it	  begins	  to	  collapse.	  After	  all,	  Shahara	  Islam	  and	  Hasib	  Hussain	  both	  occupy	  a	  liminal	  space	  in	  which	  they	  enact	  the	  practices	  and	  conduct	  both	  of	  being	  British	  and	  of	  being	  Muslim;	  they	  represent	  the	  possibility,	  and	  inevitability,	  of	  postcolonial	  ways	  of	  being	  in	  which	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign	  are	  indivisible	  and	  inextricable.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  presentation	  of	  their	  identities	  serves	  to	  discipline	  performances	  of	  being	  a	  “Muslim”:	  such	  images	  establish	  an	  embodied	  norm	  of	  commitment	  to	  British	  identity	  in	  the	  shape	  of	  Shahara	  Islam. 
 These	  kinds	  of	  representations	  do	  not	  stay	  in	  the	  tabloids,	  but	  are	  recombined	  and	  rearticulated	  with	  the	  pedagogical	  aspects	  of	  British	  identity	  in	  political	  speeches:	  Kim	  Howells,	  at	  the	  time	  a	  Foreign	  Office	  minister,	  also	  invokes	  Shahara	  Islam’s	  memory	  by	  stating	  that	  “she	  symbolises	  the	  multiculturalism	  that	  is	  so	  evident	  in	  London	  and	  in	  the	  UK.”	  His	  speech	  goes	  on	  the	  articulate	  the	  attack	  that	  killed	  her	  with	  “an	  attack	  on	  all	  of	  us	  who	  espouse	  the	  cause	  of	  openness	  and	  democracy”	  (2005).	  The	  binary	  oppositions	  of	  the	  barbarous	  and	  the	  civilised,	  backwardness	  and	  modernity,	  violence	  and	  democracy	  are	  played	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out	  in	  inscriptions	  of	  the	  gendered	  bodies	  of	  Shahara	  Islam	  and	  the	  bombers,	  enacting	  and	  embodying	  the	  very	  borders	  of	  the	  nation,	  rendering	  visible	  acceptable	  and	  unacceptable	  mentalities,	  behaviours	  and	  performances	  of	  being	  British.	  	  	  As	  Andrew	  Gimson	  in	  the	  Daily	  Telegraph	  remarks	  at	  the	  strange	  sight	  of	  Tony	  Blair	  and	  other	  Government	  ministers	  becoming	  the	  unlikely	  interpreters	  of	  the	  Islamic	  faith,	  “Mr	  Blair	  and	  his	  followers	  may	  claim	  to	  be	  saying	  something	  about	  the	  true	  nature	  of	  Islam,	  but	  what	  they	  are	  actually	  doing	  is	  laying	  down	  the	  conditions	  on	  which	  Muslims	  will	  be	  allowed	  to	  live	  in	  Britain”	  (ibid).	  British	  Muslims	  are	  repeatedly	  encouraged	  by	  such	  foreign	  policy	  representations	  to	  conform	  to	  the	  practices	  of	  Britishness	  in	  their	  thoughts,	  values	  and	  “ideology”	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  minute	  details	  of	  their	  everyday	  lives	  -­‐	  what	  they	  wear,	  how	  often	  they	  shave	  -­‐	  in	  order	  to	  demonstrate	  a	  commitment	  to	  civilisation	  and	  embody	  its	  limits.	  This	  is	  achieved	  through	  forms	  of	  visibility	  and	  legibility	  mediated	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  through	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  institution	  of	  the	  free	  press. 
 
The	  Art	  of	  Integration 
 The	  Art	  of	  Integration	  exhibition	  explicitly	  sets	  out	  to	  disrupt	  tabloid	  images	  of	  British	  Muslims	  and	  to	  deny	  that	  there	  is	  any	  incompatibility	  between	  Britishness	  and	  Islam.	  The	  preface	  of	  the	  book	  that	  accompanies	  the	  exhibition	  (Sanders,	  2008),	  and	  the	  website	  (Sanders	  2009)6	  in	  English,	  Urdu	  and	  Arabic	  which	  is	  funded	  by	  the	  FCO	  (FCO,	  2011),	  states	  unambivalently	  that	  it	  aims	  to	  make	  an	  intervention	  “[c]ontrary	  to	  the	  headlines	  and	  editorialising”	  (Sanders,	  2008:	  6).	  	  	  It	  is	  deeply	  involved	  with	  both	  the	  performative	  and	  pedagogic	  aspects	  of	  Britishness.	  In	  performative	  terms,	  there	  are	  photographs	  which	  focus	  on	  the	  detailed	  practices	  of	  the	  everyday	  lives	  of	  British	  Muslims:	  “lives	  without	  fanfare,	  controversy	  or	  violence”	  (ibid:	  7).	  We	  are	  presented	  with	  a	  variety	  of	  people	  whose	  lives	  are	  generally	  to	  be	  understood	  by	  virtue	  of	  the	  work	  that	  they	  do	  -­‐	  
                                            
6 All	  the	  pictures	  and	  captions	  from	  the	  exhibition	  are	  still	  available	  on	  this	  website.	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they	  can	  be	  understood	  by	  means	  of	  the	  normal	  practices	  of	  production	  and	  consumption	  in	  a	  liberal	  democratic,	  capitalist	  society.	  Here	  we	  have	  pictures	  of	  Muslims	  who	  are	  fashion	  designers	  and	  businesspeople,	  bankers	  and	  scientists,	  (veiled)	  beauticians	  and	  taxi	  drivers,	  shop	  assistants	  and	  rock	  stars.	  There	  is	  no	  incompatibility,	  these	  pictures	  suggest,	  between	  the	  ordinary	  practices	  of	  everyday	  modernity	  and	  development,	  and	  the	  practice	  of	  Islam	  as	  it	  is	  pictured	  through	  the	  wearing	  (in	  some	  but	  not	  all	  cases)	  of	  the	  veil	  or	  beards,	  skull	  caps	  or	  traditional	  robes	  and	  through	  everyday	  religious	  practices	  such	  as	  communal	  prayer.	  	  Perhaps	  most	  striking	  is	  the	  picture	  that	  was	  used	  to	  publicise	  the	  exhibition:	  a	  picture	  of	  a	  white	  woman	  with	  bright	  blue	  eyes	  wearing	  a	  Union	  flag	  as	  an	  Islamic	  veil.	  The	  accompanying	  caption	  states	  that	  she	  is:	  “British,	  actress,	  mother	  and	  Muslim”	  (Sanders,	  2008:	  10).	  This	  picture	  intersects	  with	  and	  contests	  a	  whole	  web	  of	  images	  that	  had	  been	  in	  circulation	  since	  1989	  portraying	  the	  gender	  relations	  mandated	  by	  some	  versions	  of	  Islam	  as	  incompatible	  with	  democratic	  British	  values.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  proclaims	  this	  picture,	  Islam	  is	  not	  what	  you	  think	  it	  is.	  It	  can	  -­‐	  though	  it	  does	  not	  need	  to	  -­‐	  be	  white,	  it	  can	  be	  passionately	  committed	  to	  Britain	  and	  its	  flag,	  it	  can	  be	  beautiful	  and	  luminescent,	  it	  can	  be	  feminine,	  it	  can	  subject	  itself	  to	  visibility	  and	  yet	  -­‐	  by	  subtly	  disrupting	  conventional	  modes	  of	  representation	  -­‐	  it	  will	  not	  be	  found	  wanting	  in	  its	  congruence	  with	  Britishness.	  	  
 Britishness	  is	  likewise	  performed	  through	  a	  commitment	  to	  and	  participation	  in	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality.	  This	  includes	  employment	  in	  state	  and	  governmental	  institutions	  such	  as	  the	  police	  force,	  state	  schools,	  the	  National	  Health	  Service,	  the	  legal	  system,	  the	  army	  and	  the	  London	  Underground.	  There	  are	  furthermore	  a	  number	  of	  photographs	  of	  those	  all-­‐important	  functionaries	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality:	  journalists,	  newsreaders,	  film-­‐makers.	  	  	  Even	  more	  importantly,	  however,	  British	  Muslims	  are	  shown	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  pictures	  that	  directly	  imply	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  specific	  modes	  of	  governance	  employed	  in	  the	  UK.	  For	  instance,	  Salma	  Yaqoob,	  the	  local	  councillor	  and	  vice-­‐
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chair	  of	  the	  Respect	  Party	  is	  pictured	  wearing	  the	  veil;	  Lord	  Patel,	  Baronness	  Uddin	  and	  Lord	  Ahmad	  are	  shown	  meeting	  in	  the	  House	  of	  Lords;	  various	  people	  (some	  wearing	  the	  veil)	  are	  depicted	  celebrating	  Ramadan	  in	  a	  party	  sponsored	  by	  the	  erstwhile	  London	  mayor	  Ken	  Livingstone;	  and	  heir	  to	  the	  throne,	  Prince	  Charles,	  is	  photographed	  talking	  to	  two	  very	  young,	  veiled	  girls	  at	  an	  Islamic	  school.	  	  	  The	  wearing	  of	  a	  union	  flag	  as	  a	  veil	  is	  symbolic,	  then,	  of	  a	  much	  more	  detailed	  participation	  in	  Britishness	  which	  is	  involved	  in	  mundane	  practices,	  ordinary	  work	  and	  the	  everyday	  business	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  politics	  in	  which	  Muslims	  can	  be	  and	  are	  represented	  by	  other	  Muslims	  in	  a	  parliamentary	  democracy	  and	  constitutional	  monarchy. 
 The	  more	  pedagogic	  aspects	  of	  Britishness	  are	  likewise	  represented	  here,	  as	  the	  photographs	  present	  a	  narrative	  of	  a	  British	  history	  that	  is	  fully	  intertwined	  with	  Islam.	  The	  exhibition	  subtly	  disrupts	  the	  story	  we	  tell	  about	  ourselves	  by	  implying	  that	  Islam	  has	  been	  part	  of	  Britain	  for	  almost	  as	  long	  as	  democracy.	  The	  very	  subtitle	  of	  the	  exhibition	  -­‐	  “Islam	  in	  our	  green	  and	  pleasant	  land”	  -­‐	  is	  a	  reference	  to	  WIlliam	  Blake’s	  poem	  “Jerusalem”,	  also	  a	  well-­‐known	  hymn.	  It	  thereby	  invokes	  an	  imagined	  history	  that	  brings	  together	  the	  joint	  Islamic	  and	  Christian	  heritage	  of	  the	  Holy	  Land	  and	  the	  figure	  of	  Jesus,	  and	  a	  Romantic,	  literary	  vision	  of	  Englishness	  that	  encompasses	  not	  only	  a	  rural	  idyll	  but	  also	  the	  “dark	  Satanic	  mills”	  so	  familiar	  to	  many	  British	  Muslims.	  No	  satanic	  mills	  are	  pictured,	  although	  we	  see	  plenty	  of	  textiles	  in	  the	  exhibition.	  However,	  the	  intimate	  connections	  between	  Islam	  and	  Britain’s	  industrial	  and	  colonial	  past	  are	  underlined	  not	  least	  by	  a	  picture	  of	  a	  majestic-­‐looking	  mosque	  built	  in	  familiar	  local	  stone	  and	  blending	  seamlessly	  into	  its	  surroundings	  in	  Bradford.	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  in	  one	  of	  the	  most	  scenic	  and	  striking	  pictures	  (as	  also	  suggested	  by	  some	  of	  the	  exhibition’s	  visitors	  in	  the	  evaluation	  they	  provided	  for	  the	  FCO,	  2011:	  Annex	  B),	  ancient	  Llanbadrig	  Church	  on	  Anglesey	  is	  pictured	  perched	  on	  a	  recognisably	  British	  stretch	  of	  coastline	  beside	  its	  little	  graveyard	  dotted	  with	  Christian	  stone	  crosses.	  It	  is	  necessary	  to	  read	  the	  caption	  to	  work	  out	  what	  this	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picture	  has	  to	  do	  with	  British	  Islam,	  but	  it	  -­‐	  along	  with	  accompanying	  pictures	  of	  Islamic-­‐patterned	  stained	  glass	  and	  tiles	  -­‐	  reveal	  the	  church	  to	  have	  been	  restored	  and	  refurbished	  by	  a	  Muslim	  convert,	  Lord	  Stanley	  of	  Alderley,	  in	  1870.	  This	  sits	  alongside	  pictures	  of	  Muslims	  worshipping	  in	  an	  old	  converted	  convent	  and	  examples	  of	  nineteenth	  century	  Islamic	  architecture	  in	  London,	  demonstrating	  the	  imbrication	  of	  British	  and	  Muslim	  histories	  and	  faiths.	  	  	  Finally,	  an	  image	  that	  draws	  on	  the	  most	  traditional	  brand	  of	  pedagogical	  foreign	  policy	  -­‐	  the	  depiction	  of	  Britain	  as	  superior	  to	  France	  -­‐	  shows	  three	  French	  Muslim	  women	  wearing	  veils,	  with	  the	  British	  Houses	  of	  Parliament	  in	  the	  background.	  The	  caption	  -­‐	  “French	  Muslims	  -­‐	  happy	  to	  be	  in	  London!	  In	  Britain’s	  multicultural	  capital,	  few	  people	  take	  notice	  of	  what	  you	  wear”	  -­‐	  is	  a	  clever	  intervention:	  it	  strategically	  defends	  the	  multiculturalism	  that	  establishes	  the	  dress	  code	  as	  a	  matter	  of	  personal	  choice	  to	  be	  made	  in	  the	  private	  sphere	  and	  exteriorises	  threats	  to	  this	  as	  foreign.	  The	  backdrop	  of	  Parliament	  reminds	  the	  spectator	  that	  what	  is	  to	  be	  defended	  here	  is	  a	  particularly	  British	  brand	  of	  liberalism	  and	  toleration	  that	  is	  rooted	  in	  the	  country’s	  pedagogical	  narrative	  of	  a	  journey	  through	  time	  towards	  liberal	  democracy.	  However,	  it	  also	  invokes	  the	  broader	  civilisational	  story	  that	  legitimates	  a	  particular	  set	  of	  gender	  relations	  and	  the	  division	  of	  a	  public/private	  sphere	  as	  the	  end	  of	  history.	  	  These	  pictures	  do	  not	  disrupt	  the	  civilising	  story	  of	  Britain	  and	  its	  inexorable	  progress	  to	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  end	  of	  history.	  They	  do,	  however,	  co-­‐opt	  it	  and	  demand	  inclusion,	  in	  order	  to	  legitimate	  contemporary	  democratic	  participation,	  multiculturalism	  and	  acceptance. 
 In	  the	  context	  of	  the	  -­‐	  at	  best	  ambivalent	  -­‐	  representations	  of	  British	  Muslims	  in	  the	  mainstream	  media,	  it	  is	  not	  surprising	  that	  a	  photographer	  and	  his	  subjects	  would	  attempt	  to	  claim	  inclusion	  for	  Muslims	  in	  the	  British	  polity	  in	  this	  way,	  by	  drawing	  attention	  to	  the	  very	  visibility	  of	  the	  modes	  of	  belonging	  that	  are	  regularly	  enacted	  in	  the	  detail	  of	  Muslims’	  lives.	  What	  is	  more	  intriguing	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  FCO	  saw	  a	  Foreign	  Policy	  opportunity	  in	  these	  photographs,	  and	  provided	  funding	  for	  them	  to	  be	  viewed	  both	  as	  a	  physical	  exhibition	  	  -­‐	  often	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physically	  sited	  in	  British	  Embassies	  and	  High	  Commissions	  (ibid)	  -­‐	  and	  as	  a	  website.	  Before	  proceeding	  to	  discuss	  this,	  I	  need	  to	  make	  a	  brief	  methodological	  digression	  to	  explain	  the	  source	  of	  some	  of	  the	  data	  I	  will	  discuss	  here.	   
 All	  the	  research	  for	  this	  thesis	  has	  been	  done	  according	  to	  entirely	  unobtrusive	  methods	  that	  is	  in	  keeping	  with	  its	  aim	  of	  understanding	  modes	  of	  representation	  as	  a	  series	  of	  “monuments”	  that	  have	  a	  materiality	  in	  their	  own	  time	  and	  context,	  rather	  than	  as	  “documents”	  that	  can	  unproblematically	  describe	  a	  reality	  that	  is	  in	  principle	  separate	  from	  them.	  Accordingly,	  data	  on	  Foreign	  Policy	  discourse	  has	  been	  obtained	  using	  publicly	  available	  documents	  and	  by	  requesting	  internal	  documentation	  using	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Act.	  Unfortunately,	  however,	  many	  of	  the	  paper	  records	  relating	  to	  this	  exhibition	  cannot	  be	  sourced	  at	  present.	  	  Staff	  at	  the	  FCO	  were	  keen	  to	  fulfil	  their	  obligations	  under	  the	  Freedom	  of	  Information	  Act	  and	  were	  therefore	  generous	  enough	  to	  offer	  me	  a	  short	  meeting	  in	  July	  2012	  in	  which	  they	  gave	  me	  as	  much	  information	  as	  they	  could	  remember	  or	  surmise	  about	  why	  this	  exhibition	  had	  been	  funded,	  what	  the	  FCO	  were	  hoping	  to	  achieve	  and	  what	  the	  measures	  of	  success	  were.	  Whilst	  not	  ideal,	  this	  conversation	  enabled	  me	  to	  make	  a	  note	  of	  the	  sorts	  of	  discourses	  that	  are	  used	  in	  discussing,	  and	  justifying	  expenditure	  on,	  a	  project	  of	  this	  sort.	  I	  took	  detailed	  notes	  during	  this	  meeting	  and	  the	  statements	  made	  form	  the	  basis	  of	  my	  analysis	  below,	  unless	  otherwise	  referenced.	  Words	  in	  quotation	  marks	  are	  direct	  quotes	  as	  I	  noted	  them	  at	  the	  time. 
 It	  is	  first	  worth	  noting	  that	  during	  our	  conversation	  in	  2012,	  officials	  at	  the	  FCO	  stressed	  that	  this	  exhibition	  was	  not	  part	  of	  the	  Prevent	  strand	  of	  the	  Counter-­‐Terrorism	  strategy,	  as	  it	  is	  not	  their	  intention	  to	  “securitise”	  the	  work	  they	  do	  to	  promote	  “cohesion	  and	  integration.”	  Nevertheless,	  they	  agreed	  that	  the	  timing	  of	  the	  project	  was	  not	  coincidental.	  Many	  of	  the	  photographs	  had	  been	  taken	  shortly	  before	  the	  London	  bombings,	  but	  the	  FCO’s	  interest	  in	  them	  occurred	  as	  a	  result	  of	  increased	  interest	  in	  Islam,	  integration	  and	  cohesion	  triggered	  by	  these	  events.	  Indeed,	  in	  a	  speech	  that	  launched	  the	  exhibition’s	  tour,	  Baroness	  Scotland	  made	  explicit	  reference	  to	  the	  London	  bombings,	  linking	  “misconceptions”	  about	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Muslims	  in	  Britain	  with	  the	  apparent	  aim	  of	  the	  bombers	  particularly	  to	  cause	  “divisions	  and	  aggravation	  among	  communities”	  (Scotland,	  2007).	  	  	  The	  FCO	  officials	  confirmed	  that	  the	  exhibition’s	  aim	  was	  to	  “challenge	  stereotypes”	  about	  the	  daily	  lives	  of	  British	  Muslims,	  which	  might	  include	  notions	  that	  Muslims	  are	  persecuted,	  forced	  to	  assimilate	  or	  -­‐	  expressed	  with	  a	  genuine	  embarrassment	  that	  such	  a	  stereotype	  might	  exist	  -­‐	  “that	  we	  think	  they’re	  all	  terrorists.”	  The	  point	  here	  is	  not	  to	  criticise	  the	  FCO	  for	  the	  “securitisation”	  -­‐	  as	  they	  put	  it	  themselves	  -­‐	  of	  identities,	  but	  rather	  to	  note	  that	  the	  photographs	  are	  already	  embedded	  in	  a	  whole	  regime	  of	  statements	  and	  images	  which	  preceded	  the	  London	  bombings	  but	  which	  were	  transformed	  and	  reconfigured	  by	  them.	  The	  invocation	  of	  the	  attacks	  is	  unavoidable,	  given	  that	  what	  is	  at	  stake	  is	  the	  set	  of	  modes	  of	  belonging	  and	  exclusion	  which	  exceed	  any	  particular	  state	  institution,	  which	  enabled	  the	  bombers	  to	  be	  understood	  as	  “foreign”	  and	  which	  thereby	  intensified	  the	  precarious	  liminality	  of	  British	  Muslims. 
 The	  officials	  claimed	  that	  the	  value	  of	  the	  exhibition	  was	  to	  “demystify	  British	  Islam”:	  that	  it	  made	  something	  visible,	  which	  had	  hitherto	  not	  been	  grasped,	  particularly	  by	  an	  overseas	  audience.	  The	  power	  of	  the	  exhibition,	  they	  claimed,	  was	  in	  the	  moment	  when	  a	  visitor	  said:	  “Oh,	  I	  didn’t	  realise!”	  	  	  However,	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  exhibition	  does	  not	  straightforwardly	  render	  visible	  to	  a	  conventional	  Foreign	  Policy	  audience	  the	  objective	  fact	  that	  the	  UK’s	  community	  is	  not	  constituted	  in	  the	  way	  that	  stereotypes	  might	  suggest.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  both	  this	  exhibition	  and	  the	  FCO’s	  involvement	  with	  it,	  themselves	  attempt	  to	  reconstitute	  the	  community	  and	  its	  boundaries,	  enacting	  the	  possibility	  that	  Muslims	  can	  and	  should	  be	  included.	  Insofar	  as	  the	  exhibition	  disrupted	  preconceived	  notions	  and	  stereotypes	  -­‐	  including	  the	  artificial	  divide	  between	  the	  putative	  “we”	  of	  those	  who	  conduct	  foreign	  policy	  and	  “they”	  who	  are	  Muslims	  -­‐	  its	  logic	  was	  to	  be	  actively	  involved	  in	  changing	  bordering	  practices	  and	  to	  establish	  British	  Muslims	  as	  firmly	  on	  the	  “inside”. 
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With	  this	  in	  mind,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  note	  just	  how	  “domestic”	  this	  example	  of	  foreign	  policy	  was.	  The	  FCO	  officials	  noted	  explicitly	  that	  “the	  overseas	  and	  domestic	  reinforced	  each	  other.”	  When	  Baroness	  Scotland	  launched	  the	  exhibition,	  it	  was	  in	  her	  role	  as	  a	  Home	  Office	  Minister,	  and	  the	  officials	  mentioned	  that	  their	  aim	  was	  to	  involve	  the	  Pakistani	  diaspora	  in	  conversations	  about	  foreign	  policy	  because	  “democratically	  [they]	  have	  a	  say.”	  Peter	  Sanders	  and	  his	  subjects	  are	  conceived	  in	  this	  way	  as	  “UK	  people	  in	  an	  ambassadorial	  role.”	  Thus	  the	  aspiration	  here	  is	  not	  only	  to	  provide	  a	  narrative	  about	  Britishness	  and	  its	  liberal	  democracy	  that	  includes	  the	  “Muslim	  MPs,	  Muslim	  members	  of	  the	  House	  of	  Lords	  and	  over	  200	  Muslim	  municipal	  councillors”	  that	  are	  mentioned	  in	  the	  speech	  at	  the	  exhibition’s	  launch	  (ibid).	  Also	  important	  is	  that	  Muslims	  are	  democratically	  included	  in	  formulating	  and	  reformulating	  that	  narrative.	  	  	  The	  project	  is	  not	  securitising	  in	  the	  narrow	  sense	  that	  it	  is	  expected	  directly	  to	  prevent	  further	  terrorism,	  therefore,	  but	  rather	  it	  functions	  to	  secure	  a	  British	  identity	  and	  commitment	  to	  liberal	  democracy.	  It	  does	  this	  in	  part	  through	  the	  inclusion	  of	  pictures	  that	  signal	  a	  commitment	  by	  Muslims	  to	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions.	  Thus,	  British	  Muslims	  are	  represented	  in	  articulation	  with	  liberal	  democratic	  values	  and	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  nation,	  implicitly	  rendering	  foreign	  a	  refusal	  of	  those	  values.	  What	  is	  more,	  however,	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  identity	  is	  secured	  through	  the	  very	  democratisation	  of	  Foreign	  Policy	  formulation.	  Through	  engagement	  with	  the	  FCO	  in	  the	  formulation	  of	  foreign	  policy,	  British	  Muslims	  are	  expected	  -­‐	  as	  freely	  choosing	  subjects	  with	  identities	  and	  interests	  that	  are	  understood	  to	  be	  already	  given	  -­‐	  to	  participate	  fully	  in	  liberal	  democratic	  modes	  of	  being.	  	  
 The	  epistemological	  uncertainty	  created	  by	  the	  difficulty	  of	  telling	  who	  was	  British	  from	  who	  was	  an	  enemy	  of	  Britishness	  that	  appeared	  to	  have	  been	  intensified	  by	  the	  London	  bombings	  is	  therefore	  addressed	  by	  this	  intervention,	  which	  provides	  in	  some	  detail	  -­‐	  and	  with	  the	  full	  democratic	  participation	  of	  British	  Muslims	  as	  freely	  choosing	  subjects	  -­‐	  a	  set	  of	  scripts,	  practices	  and	  narratives	  that	  appear	  to	  establish	  the	  sorts	  of	  practices	  that	  constitute	  
287	  
belonging.	  The	  FCO	  are	  actively	  intervening	  in	  building	  commitment	  to	  the	  nation	  by	  negotiating	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  a	  particular	  form	  of	  Muslim	  identity	  can	  not	  only	  be	  represented,	  but	  can	  represent	  itself	  and	  be	  interwoven	  with	  the	  familiar	  pedagogic	  narrative	  	  -­‐	  without	  changing	  the	  narrative	  itself	  very	  much.	  This	  is	  democracy	  promotion.	  The	  promotion	  of	  these	  democratic	  identities	  by	  making	  them	  visible	  overseas	  is	  much	  less	  significant	  than	  the	  constitution	  and	  legitimation	  of	  those	  identities	  as	  domestic	  in	  the	  first	  place.	   
 
The	  Art	  of	  Domestication 
 The	  democratisation	  of	  foreign	  policy	  and	  the	  well-­‐meaning	  desire,	  on	  the	  part	  of	  the	  FCO,	  Peter	  Sanders	  and	  the	  many	  Muslims	  in	  these	  photographs,	  to	  make	  British	  identity	  more	  inclusive	  is	  a	  genuine	  improvement	  on	  the	  spectacular	  and	  violent	  othering	  that	  we	  saw	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter	  and,	  to	  a	  lesser	  extent,	  in	  the	  tabloid	  representations	  from	  2005	  that	  we	  saw	  above.	  As	  such,	  these	  photographs	  make	  a	  telling	  intervention	  into	  the	  ways	  the	  border	  is	  understood,	  denying	  that	  Islam	  is	  foreign.	  They	  offer	  ethical	  possibilities	  for	  eluding	  the	  spectacular	  and	  polarising	  violence	  we	  saw	  in	  the	  previous	  chapter	  and	  in	  the	  tabloid	  representations	  from	  2005.	   
 They	  do	  so,	  however,	  at	  a	  price.	  It	  is	  now	  more	  than	  half	  a	  century	  since	  Roland	  Barthes’	  famous	  critique	  of	  a	  photograph	  on	  the	  cover	  of	  Paris-­Match	  of	  a	  North	  African	  soldier	  saluting	  the	  French	  national	  flag	  in	  Mythologies,	  which	  -­‐	  he	  proposes	  -­‐	  suggests	  that	  “there	  is	  no	  better	  answer	  to	  the	  detractors	  of	  colonialism,	  than	  the	  zeal	  of	  this	  Negro	  to	  serve	  his	  supposed	  oppressors”	  (Barthes,	  2009).	  Nevertheless,	  such	  images	  continue	  to	  be	  reformulated	  and	  one	  of	  the	  consequences	  of	  portraying	  Islam	  in	  a	  patriotic	  veil	  is	  the	  way	  that	  this	  photograph	  participates	  fully	  in	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy.	  A	  critique	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  its	  articulation	  with	  Britishness	  is	  arrested	  by	  a	  demonstration	  of	  commitment	  to	  British	  values	  by	  those	  who	  had	  appeared	  to	  be	  marginal.	  By	  explicitly	  proclaiming	  that	  Islam	  can	  be	  identical	  with	  Britishness,	  this	  image	  concedes	  to	  the	  flows	  of	  power	  that	  ask	  us	  to	  be	  “for	  or	  against”.	  It	  therefore	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conceals	  the	  limitations	  of	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  values	  that	  constitute	  Britishness,	  particularly	  the	  way	  they	  still	  enact	  a	  violent	  othering.	  	  	  	  It	  is	  important	  to	  note,	  then,	  that	  the	  exhibition	  does	  not	  only	  make	  Islamic	  identities	  domestic,	  it	  also	  domesticates	  and	  contains	  critiques	  of	  the	  performative	  and	  pedagogic	  aspects	  of	  British	  liberal	  democratic	  identity.	  This	  can	  be	  understood	  by	  looking	  in	  more	  detail	  at	  the	  photographs	  themselves. 
 There	  is	  a	  profound	  conservatism	  at	  work	  in	  many	  of	  these	  photographs.	  Thinking	  particularly	  about	  the	  depictions	  of	  governmental	  institutions	  in	  this	  exhibition,	  there	  are	  many	  more	  photographs	  that	  show	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  unelected	  House	  of	  Lords	  and	  the	  monarchy	  than	  there	  are	  even	  of	  the	  elected	  institutions.	  Not	  a	  single	  Muslim	  member	  of	  Parliament	  is	  pictured,	  whereas	  we	  see	  three	  Lords,	  two	  members	  of	  the	  Royal	  Family	  and	  a	  portrait	  of	  Hafiz	  Abdal	  Karim,	  servant	  to	  Queen	  Victoria.	  The	  accompanying	  book	  also	  contains	  a	  preface	  by	  Prince	  Charles.	  This	  sits	  alongside	  a	  broader	  social	  conservatism,	  in	  which	  the	  Islam	  practised	  at	  elite	  Eton	  College	  -­‐	  far	  beyond	  the	  financial	  means	  of	  the	  overwhelming	  majority	  of	  British	  Muslims	  -­‐	  is	  celebrated	  in	  five	  pictures,	  whereas	  only	  one	  photograph	  shows	  a	  state	  school	  (in	  which,	  somewhat	  unusually	  for	  a	  British	  state	  school,	  all	  but	  one	  of	  the	  children	  seem	  to	  be	  white).	  The	  possible	  critique	  that	  Muslims	  might	  offer	  of	  the	  highly	  racialised	  inequalities	  of	  British	  life	  (in	  which	  a	  Muslim	  can,	  for	  instance,	  be	  servant	  to	  a	  Queen	  but	  never	  an	  elected	  head	  of	  state)	  is	  subordinated	  here	  to	  a	  commitment	  to	  British	  institutions	  as	  they	  are. 
 Even	  such	  critique	  as	  can	  be	  discerned	  in	  these	  pictures	  is	  muted.	  In	  one	  picture	  we	  see	  a	  huge	  pile	  of	  cast-­‐off	  clothes	  -­‐	  the	  waste	  generated	  by	  an	  affluent	  consumer	  society	  -­‐	  that	  is	  patiently	  being	  sorted	  by	  volunteers	  for	  Islamic	  Relief.	  The	  global	  inequalities	  (and	  their	  history)	  that	  lead	  many	  Muslim	  majority	  countries	  like	  Pakistan	  to	  a	  reliance	  on	  aid	  and	  development	  is	  less	  visible	  in	  this	  picture	  than	  the	  benign	  opportunity	  for	  depoliticised	  charitable	  giving.	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Meanwhile,	  the	  very	  real	  grievance	  about	  British	  Foreign	  Policy	  that	  has	  driven	  Muslim	  demands	  to	  be	  more	  involved	  in	  its	  formulation	  (UK	  Cabinet	  Office,	  2008:	  26)	  –	  which	  is	  to	  say,	  British	  involvement	  in	  the	  wars	  in	  Iraq	  and	  Afghanistan	  -­‐	  is	  alluded	  to	  only	  obliquely	  as	  local	  councillor,	  Salma	  Yaqoob,	  and	  singer	  Yusuf	  Islam	  (formerly	  Cat	  Stevens)	  are	  both	  captioned	  as	  campaigners	  for	  peace.	  In	  the	  latter	  case,	  this	  caption	  appears	  to	  be	  as	  much	  a	  tacit	  disavowal	  of	  the	  violence	  of	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  protests	  as	  it	  is	  a	  reference	  to	  violence	  perpetrated	  by	  the	  British	  state:	  Yusuf	  Islam	  gained	  notoriety	  in	  1989	  by	  appearing	  to	  make	  a	  death	  threat	  against	  Salman	  Rushdie	  on	  live	  television	  (BBC,	  2009).	  	  	  Meanwhile,	  Yaqoob’s	  well-­‐known	  opposition	  to	  the	  invasion	  of	  Iraq	  is	  rendered	  unthreatening	  by	  her	  feminisation	  in	  this	  smiling	  portrait,	  which	  labels	  her	  as	  a	  “mother	  of	  three”,	  as	  well	  as	  by	  her	  participation	  in	  electoral	  politics.	  This	  is	  not	  to	  criticise	  Yaqoob	  for	  pursuing	  her	  political	  objectives	  through	  the	  institutional	  means	  at	  her	  disposal,	  but	  rather	  to	  show	  that	  this	  exhibition	  is	  fully	  implicated	  in	  legitimating	  and	  promoting	  liberal	  democracy	  (and	  its	  associated	  gender	  relations,	  including	  the	  importance	  of	  providing	  care)	  as	  the	  uncontestable	  mode	  through	  which	  politics	  can	  be	  pursued,	  rather	  than	  disrupting	  or	  even	  approaching	  its	  limits.	  Even	  more	  importantly,	  whilst	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  quite	  clearly	  fully	  implicated	  in	  violence	  in	  these	  wars,	  the	  fact	  that	  Yaqoob’s	  struggle	  for	  peace	  is	  understood	  to	  be	  taking	  place	  through	  the	  very	  same	  institutions	  re-­‐iterates	  the	  familiar	  idea	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  a	  remedy	  for	  violence.	  As	  we	  will	  see	  again,	  it	  isn’t. 
 However,	  it	  is	  particularly	  important	  for	  this	  exhibition	  to	  make	  explicit	  Muslims’	  commitment	  to	  peace	  because	  the	  representations	  of	  the	  foreign,	  barbarian	  enemy	  that	  these	  pictures	  are	  implicitly	  dissociating	  from	  British	  Islam	  are	  those	  of	  the	  London	  bombers	  and	  their	  violence.	  It	  is	  therefore	  especially	  useful	  to	  look	  in	  detail	  at	  the	  one	  picture	  in	  the	  exhibition	  that	  addresses	  the	  events	  of	  July	  2005.	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The	  photograph	  is	  of	  Muhammad	  Jamil,	  a	  bearded	  (and	  therefore	  visibly	  observant	  Muslim)	  employee	  of	  London	  Underground,	  tending	  his	  garden	  at	  Edgware	  Road	  station	  with	  a	  tube	  train	  in	  the	  background.	  It	  is	  only	  the	  caption	  that	  makes	  this	  picture	  fully	  intelligible:	  “When	  a	  bomb	  exploded	  at	  his	  station	  on	  7th	  July	  2005,	  he	  was	  among	  the	  first	  to	  rush	  into	  the	  tunnel	  to	  help	  the	  victims”.	  This	  is	  a	  moving	  and	  memorable	  image,	  in	  which	  the	  sheer	  ordinariness	  of	  Mr	  Jamil’s	  appearance	  seems	  to	  belie	  the	  great	  bravery	  of	  his	  actions	  that	  day.	  Indeed,	  perhaps	  a	  viewer	  cannot	  help	  but	  be	  prompted	  to	  wonder	  whether	  she	  would	  have	  been	  able	  to	  respond	  in	  the	  same	  way,	  given	  her	  own	  ordinariness.	  	  	  It	  is	  this	  sympathetic	  move	  that	  perhaps	  enables	  us	  to	  wonder	  how	  we	  might	  have	  felt	  had	  a	  Muslim	  employee	  understandably,	  humanly,	  run	  away	  or	  frozen	  in	  terror	  or	  otherwise	  failed	  to	  act	  heroically	  on	  that	  appalling	  day.	  When	  Muslims	  in	  particular	  are	  called	  upon	  to	  demonstrate	  and	  embody	  commitment	  to	  the	  nation	  in	  their	  daily	  lives	  and	  practices	  -­‐	  and	  are	  particularly	  scrutinised	  whilst	  they	  do	  so	  -­‐	  we	  may	  set	  up	  a	  worryingly	  high	  standard	  for	  them	  to	  live	  up	  to.	  That	  Mr	  Jamil	  is	  extraordinary	  and	  courageous	  is	  not	  in	  doubt,	  but	  this	  picture	  also	  reminds	  us	  that	  British	  Muslims	  occupy	  a	  particularly	  precarious	  position	  in	  which	  their	  commitment	  to	  the	  liberal	  democratic	  imperative	  of	  fostering	  life	  is	  implicitly	  in	  doubt,	  posing	  to	  them	  a	  constant	  question	  which	  must	  be	  answered	  not	  only	  in	  their	  ordinary	  practices,	  but	  sometimes	  in	  extraordinary	  ones	  too. 
 In	  Chapter	  2,	  we	  noted	  the	  shift	  first	  identified	  by	  Foucault	  between	  the	  spectacular	  violence	  of	  sovereign	  power	  and	  the	  everyday	  policing	  and	  internalisation	  of	  the	  most	  minute	  norms	  of	  everyday	  behaviour	  characteristic	  of	  discipline	  and	  the	  freely-­‐choosing	  subject	  of	  liberal	  governmentality.	  At	  a	  more	  modest	  level,	  a	  similar	  shift	  can	  be	  seen	  to	  be	  taking	  place	  between	  this	  and	  the	  previous	  chapter.	  Whereas	  during	  the	  Salman	  Rushdie	  affair	  we	  had	  seen	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  nation	  seemingly	  both	  challenged	  and	  reasserted	  with	  spectacular	  and	  polarising	  violence,	  in	  the	  Art	  of	  Integration,	  and	  in	  images	  of	  Shahara	  Islam,	  there	  is	  rather	  an	  internalisation	  of	  the	  norms	  of	  Britishness	  on	  the	  part	  of	  British	  Muslims.	  This	  is	  manifested	  in	  the	  visibility	  of	  everyday	  practices	  which	  can	  usefully	  be	  reproduced	  and	  widely	  shared	  through	  photography.	  The	  sorts	  of	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practices	  that	  are	  normal	  and	  unthreatening	  can	  therefore	  be	  established.	  In	  their	  very	  embodiment,	  then,	  they	  can	  be	  scrutinised	  not	  only	  throughout	  social	  space	  as	  we	  are	  all	  asked	  to	  “look	  out	  for	  something	  suspicious”,	  but	  also	  through	  practices	  of	  self-­‐scrutiny	  in	  which	  Muslims	  are	  asked	  -­‐	  through	  their	  very	  democratic	  engagement	  -­‐	  freely	  to	  choose	  to	  be	  involved	  in	  democracy,	  liberalism,	  policy	  formulation.	   
 Whereas	  throughout	  the	  rest	  of	  this	  thesis	  we	  have	  seen	  examples	  of	  white	  men	  protecting	  brown	  women	  from	  brown	  men,	  in	  this	  chapter	  we	  see	  Mr	  Jamil.	  There	  is	  no	  need	  for	  a	  civilising	  mission,	  if	  brown	  men	  too	  can	  be	  relied	  upon	  to	  join	  with	  white	  men	  in	  protecting	  brown	  women	  like	  Shahara	  Islam	  from	  brown	  men	  like	  Mohammed	  Siddique	  Khan,	  because	  they	  have	  now	  entered	  history	  and	  become	  civilised.	  In	  this	  exhibition,	  we	  see	  in	  minute	  detail	  just	  what	  is	  required	  for	  the	  entrance	  of	  the	  savage	  into	  history	  under	  conditions	  of	  late	  liberal	  governmentality.	  	  	  An	  exhibition	  which	  initially	  seemed	  to	  be	  disrupting	  our	  expectations	  about	  where	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  nation	  lie,	  turns	  out	  to	  reproduce	  the	  status	  quo	  in	  a	  variety	  of	  ways	  -­‐	  and	  demonstrates	  how	  this	  status	  quo	  functions	  through	  the	  free	  choices	  of	  individualised	  subjects	  in	  the	  detailed	  practices	  of	  their	  everyday	  lives,	  including	  their	  experiences	  of	  democratic	  representation	  in	  the	  institutions	  of	  government	  and	  in	  the	  free	  press.	  The	  exhibition	  represents	  a	  thoroughgoing	  succumbing	  to	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy,	  because	  it	  accepts	  the	  terms	  	  -­‐	  liberal	  democratic	  inclusion	  versus	  barbaric	  foreign	  otherness	  -­‐	  in	  which	  it	  is	  framed. 
 
Uncertain	  Boundaries:	  Misrecognition	  and	  Violence	  in	  Four	  Lions 
 I	  argued	  above	  that	  these	  visible	  representations	  of	  British	  Muslims	  are	  a	  means	  of	  trying	  to	  manage	  uncertainty	  in	  a	  situation	  where	  the	  national	  border	  is	  apparently	  uncertain	  and	  unknowable.	  The	  photographs	  in	  the	  exhibition	  attempt	  to	  redraw	  the	  border	  to	  solve	  this	  epistemological	  problem,	  so	  that	  British	  Muslims	  can	  unproblematically	  be	  understood	  to	  be	  included	  and	  it	  does	  so	  by	  making	  visible	  the	  sorts	  of	  freely	  chosen	  practices	  that	  secure	  a	  liberal	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democratic,	  civilised	  identity.	  Above	  I	  discussed	  one	  problem	  with	  this	  approach,	  which	  is	  the	  stultifying	  conservatism	  of	  the	  kinds	  of	  identities	  that	  are	  produced	  and	  reproduced	  by	  both	  the	  press	  and	  this	  exhibition,	  not	  least	  in	  their	  commitment	  to	  the	  UK’s	  unique	  brand	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  as	  the	  uncontested	  best	  of	  mode	  of	  governing.	  	  	  It	  is	  also	  important	  to	  note,	  however,	  that	  this	  attempt	  to	  manage	  uncertainty	  is	  not	  particularly	  successful	  on	  its	  own	  terms.	  Shahara	  Islam	  would	  by	  no	  means	  look	  out	  of	  place	  in	  The	  Art	  of	  Integration.	  Neither,	  though,	  it	  should	  be	  noted,	  would	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  in	  his	  role	  as	  a	  classroom	  assistant	  in	  the	  years	  before	  the	  attack.	  The	  public,	  visible	  practices	  of	  freely-­‐choosing	  Muslim	  subjects	  are	  not	  reliable	  guides	  to	  their	  identities,	  interests	  and	  ideologies,	  fully-­‐formed	  in	  the	  separate	  private	  sphere	  away	  from	  government	  intrusion. 
 Chris	  Morris’s	  satirical	  and	  meticulously	  researched	  feature	  film	  of	  2010,	  Four	  
Lions	  (Morris,	  2010),	  which	  won	  him	  a	  BAFTA,	  engages	  directly	  with	  the	  problems	  raised	  for	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  by	  the	  British	  Muslim	  suicide	  bomber.	  The	  film’s	  main	  character	  -­‐	  Omar,	  the	  leader	  of	  the	  bombers	  -­‐	  would	  also	  have	  looked	  at	  home	  in	  The	  Art	  of	  Integration	  with	  his	  ordinary	  job	  and	  life	  and	  his	  friendships	  and	  manly	  banter	  with	  his	  white	  colleagues.	  He	  might,	  however,	  have	  had	  to	  cede	  his	  place	  to	  his	  wife,	  Sofia	  -­‐	  a	  Lady	  Macbeth	  figure,	  although	  rather	  less	  troubled	  by	  conscience	  -­‐	  who	  is	  beautiful,	  veiled	  and	  feminine,	  a	  mother	  and	  a	  nurse.	  She	  offers	  endless	  emotional	  and	  caring	  support	  to	  Omar	  in	  the	  private	  space	  of	  their	  modern,	  comfortable,	  ordinary	  home	  in	  encouraging	  him	  to	  blow	  himself	  up	  and	  assume	  leadership	  of	  his	  friends	  to	  do	  the	  same.	  From	  the	  visible	  everyday	  practices	  of	  their	  lives	  (secretive	  bomb-­‐making	  notwithstanding),	  there	  is	  nothing	  to	  suggest	  that	  they	  are	  not	  exactly	  what	  they	  are:	  British.	  	  	  Is	  it	  -­‐	  as	  Tony	  Blair	  suggested	  -­‐	  in	  their	  “ideology”	  that	  they	  mark	  themselves	  as	  foreign,	  then?	  A	  detailed	  textual	  analysis	  of	  this	  film	  suggests	  that,	  on	  the	  contrary,	  the	  difficulty	  in	  knowing	  where	  the	  border	  lies	  is	  precisely	  located	  in	  the	  difficulty	  of	  separating	  a	  liberal	  democratic,	  British,	  set	  of	  values	  from	  the	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violent	  ideology	  of	  the	  bombings.	  Once	  again,	  the	  values	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality,	  with	  its	  sharply	  delineated	  and	  gendered	  private	  sphere,	  turn	  out	  to	  be	  so	  fully	  implicated	  in	  violence	  that	  the	  ideology	  animating	  the	  actions	  of	  the	  bombers	  appears	  to	  be	  almost	  entirely	  domestic. 
 Morris’s	  film	  has	  by	  and	  large	  been	  discussed	  mainly	  in	  terms	  of	  its	  portrayal	  of	  suicide	  bombers	  themselves	  and	  whether	  or	  not	  it	  is	  appropriate	  to	  laugh	  at	  this	  subject	  matter,	  as	  ridiculed	  by	  the	  bungling	  and	  general	  idiocy	  of	  the	  bombers	  themselves	  (French,	  2010;	  Doggart,	  2010).	  However,	  its	  target	  is	  much	  broader	  (Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012)	  and	  demonstrates	  some	  of	  the	  profound	  epistemological	  problems	  emerging	  from	  the	  difficulties	  of	  establishing	  and	  policing	  the	  border	  between	  Britain	  and	  the	  outside,	  democracy	  and	  violence.	   
 The	  usual	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality,	  then,	  appear	  helpless	  in	  the	  face	  of	  the	  difficulty	  of	  recognising	  who	  is	  British,	  who	  is	  a	  pious	  Muslim,	  who	  is	  a	  terrorist	  and	  how	  these	  categories	  might	  intersect.	  For	  example,	  Malcolm	  Storge,	  the	  local	  MP,	  shares	  a	  platform	  with	  Barry,	  white	  Muslim	  convert	  and	  would-­‐be	  suicide	  bomber,	  at	  a	  community	  meeting	  of	  the	  type	  that	  reminds	  us	  of	  the	  way	  particular	  faith	  identities	  were	  constituted	  by	  liberal	  governmentality	  in	  the	  1980s	  (see	  Chapter	  6).	  A	  banner	  proclaims	  that	  the	  meeting	  is	  about	  “Islam:	  Moderation	  and	  Progress”,	  reminding	  us	  of	  the	  ordinary	  teleologies	  that	  characterise	  understandings	  of	  democratic	  life.	  The	  elected	  MP	  mouths	  platitudes	  that	  echo	  Tony	  Blair	  and	  also	  The	  Art	  of	  
Integration:	  “Most	  British	  Muslims	  don’t	  want	  to	  be	  abroad,	  fighting	  UK	  Foreign	  Policy.	  They	  want	  to	  be	  getting	  on	  peacefully	  with	  their	  daily	  lives.”	  This	  familiar	  othering	  of	  political	  opponents	  -­‐	  which	  equates	  an	  opposition	  of	  British	  Foreign	  Policy	  with	  violence	  and	  being	  “abroad”	  and	  its	  rhetorical	  opposition	  to	  the	  ordinary	  practices	  of	  “daily	  life”	  -­‐	  fails	  to	  instigate	  any	  kind	  of	  democratic	  conversation,	  but	  rather	  an	  antagonistic	  response	  from	  Barry.	  Nevertheless,	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  that	  Barry	  speaks	  for	  or	  represents	  anyone	  at	  all	  -­‐	  even	  his	  “jihadist”	  friends,	  led	  by	  Omar,	  with	  whom	  he	  is	  in	  constant	  conflict.	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Meanwhile,	  Has	  -­‐	  a	  young	  man	  -­‐	  in	  the	  audience	  stands	  up	  and	  threatens	  to	  set	  off	  a	  suicide	  bomb,	  leading	  to	  mayhem	  in	  which	  the	  MP	  is	  particularly	  terrified,	  only	  to	  reveal	  that	  he	  is	  armed	  with	  just	  streamers.	  The	  appearance	  of	  harmless	  and	  callow	  idiocy	  is	  itself	  undermined,	  however,	  when	  he	  is	  recruited	  to	  the	  “gang”	  after	  the	  meeting	  by	  Barry	  -­‐	  though	  perhaps	  he	  was	  never	  a	  real	  danger	  as	  he	  is	  killed	  by	  Barry	  just	  after	  attempting	  to	  give	  himself	  up	  to	  the	  police	  in	  a	  telling	  exchange.	  The	  policeman	  asks	  Has:	  “You’ve	  got	  a	  bomb	  but	  it’s	  not	  going	  to	  go	  off?	  How	  do	  I	  know	  that?”	  “Look!”	  says	  Has,	  and	  as	  Barry	  activates	  the	  bomb,	  he	  promptly	  explodes.	  In	  other	  words,	  this	  is	  a	  film	  that	  abounds	  with	  situations	  that	  simply	  cannot	  be	  read	  off	  from	  appearances.	  The	  answer	  to	  the	  question	  ,”How	  do	  I	  know?”	  is	  constantly	  in	  doubt	  and	  the	  answer	  is	  never	  unproblematically	  available	  just	  by	  looking. 
 The	  very	  title	  of	  the	  film	  demonstrates	  epistemological	  anxiety	  about	  the	  meaning	  of	  Britishness	  and	  how	  this	  might	  relate	  to	  Muslims.	  It	  refers	  to	  the	  three	  lions	  emblazoned	  on	  the	  English	  football	  team’s	  strip.	  This	  invocation	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  subtle	  reference	  to	  the	  “Tebbit	  test”:	  Norman	  Tebbit’s	  rather	  gendered	  view	  that	  the	  test	  of	  whether	  someone	  was	  really	  “British”	  depended	  upon	  their	  allegiance	  to	  the	  country’s	  national	  sports	  teams.	  	  	  The	  bombers	  seem	  quite	  likely	  to	  pass	  the	  Tebbit	  test,	  but	  are	  they	  British?	  They	  are	  planning	  a	  suicide	  attack,	  so	  they	  must	  be	  the	  enemy,	  yet	  their	  unremarkable	  appearance,	  everyday	  lives	  and	  accents,	  their	  taste	  in	  English	  pop	  music	  (which	  they	  clearly	  prefer	  to	  “Songs	  of	  Arabic	  Struggle”),	  their	  preoccupation	  with	  small	  debts,	  their	  failure	  to	  enact	  ordinary	  religious	  practice,	  such	  as	  praying	  or	  going	  to	  the	  mosque,	  and	  the	  almost	  heartbreakingly	  ordinary	  family	  life	  and	  job	  of	  Omar	  and	  his	  wife	  mean	  that	  they	  hardly	  appear	  very	  different	  from	  anyone	  else	  in	  British	  society.	   
 Small	  wonder,	  perhaps,	  that	  white	  neighbours	  and	  friends	  remain	  oblivious	  to	  the	  danger,	  despite	  seeing	  the	  men	  acting	  in	  what	  can	  only	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  a	  suspicious	  manner,	  buying	  industrial	  quantities	  of	  bleach	  from	  the	  same	  shop	  in	  inept	  “disguises”,	  running	  with	  great	  care	  with	  bags	  full	  of	  explosives,	  screaming	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in	  terror	  when	  one	  of	  these	  is	  thrown	  at	  them	  or	  occupying	  a	  flat	  full	  of	  bottles	  of	  bleach	  and	  boxes	  of	  wires	  and	  nails.	  These	  episodes	  in	  the	  film	  patently	  deride	  the	  poster	  campaigns	  that	  endlessly	  exhort	  citizens	  to	  police	  one	  another,	  keeping	  their	  eyes	  open	  for	  “something	  suspicious”	  and	  report	  potential	  radicalisation	  (Closs	  Stephens,	  2008:	  70;	  Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012:	  1),	  as	  if	  it	  could	  ever	  be	  clear	  what	  these	  things	  might	  look	  like.	  What	  is	  left	  is	  only	  a	  profound	  confusion	  about	  what	  sorts	  of	  practices	  are	  really	  culpable.	  Can	  someone	  be	  both	  so	  British	  as	  Omar	  appears	  and	  yet	  so	  opposed	  to	  democracy,	  and	  therefore	  foreign,	  as	  to	  perpetrate	  a	  suicide	  bombing?	   
 Omar’s	  white	  friend,	  Matt,	  states	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  film,	  after	  the	  former	  has	  demonstrably	  blown	  himself	  up	  causing	  death	  and	  destruction:	  	  	   Omar	  had	  nothing	  to	  do	  with	  this.	  Because	  I	  knew	  him	  […]	  When	  we	  talk	  about	  a	  so-­‐called	  terrorist	  attack	  on	  the	  London	  marathon	  just	  remember	  one	  thing.	  Most	  loud	  bangs	  are	  not	  bombs.	  They’re	  scooters	  backfiring.	  	  No-­‐one	  escapes	  ridicule	  in	  this	  biting	  film,	  but	  Matt’s	  defence	  of	  his	  friend	  in	  the	  face	  of	  all	  the	  evidence	  is	  nevertheless	  rather	  touching.	  It	  echoes	  a	  certain	  type	  of	  anti-­‐racist	  discourse	  and	  underlines	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  the	  pieties	  of	  political	  speech	  about	  “the	  vast	  majority	  of	  Muslims”,	  as	  mouthed	  by	  Malcolm	  Storge	  MP	  in	  the	  manner	  of	  Tony	  Blair,	  intersect	  with	  the	  everyday	  experiences	  of	  having	  Muslim	  neighbours.	  In	  the	  face	  of	  a	  seeming	  contradiction	  between	  Omar’s	  deep	  familiarity,	  his	  ordinary	  practice	  of	  everyday	  life,	  his	  engagement	  in	  the	  bantering	  mores	  of	  male	  friendship,	  and	  yet	  the	  foreignness	  that	  makes	  him	  a	  suicide	  bomber,	  Matt	  can	  only	  deny	  the	  very	  reality	  of	  what	  has	  happened. 
 Even	  more	  seriously,	  as	  Has’s	  death	  attests,	  the	  police	  too	  are	  in	  the	  grip	  of	  epistemological	  confusion.	  This	  turns	  out	  to	  be	  deeply	  dangerous,	  as	  -­‐	  in	  a	  comically	  virtuoso	  moment	  -­‐	  they	  shoot	  and	  kill	  the	  wrong	  man	  because	  of	  confusion	  about	  his	  costume	  at	  the	  London	  marathon	  (“Is	  a	  Wookie	  a	  bear,	  Control?”),	  echoing	  the	  tragic	  death	  of	  innocent	  Juan	  Charles	  de	  Menezes	  at	  the	  hands	  of	  police	  on	  22	  July	  2005	  (Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2008).	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There	  is,	  moreover,	  a	  moment	  when	  the	  film	  sets	  up	  an	  expectation	  that	  Omar’s	  house	  and	  gang	  will	  be	  raided	  just	  the	  night	  before	  they	  bomb	  the	  marathon.	  Any	  viewer	  who	  had	  followed,	  for	  instance,	  the	  police	  raid	  on	  the	  home	  of	  Mohammed	  Abdulkahar	  and	  Abul	  Koyair	  on	  2	  June	  2006	  -­‐	  the	  former	  of	  whom	  was	  shot	  and	  injured	  and	  who	  both	  received	  an	  apology	  when	  no	  charges	  were	  brought	  against	  them	  (BBC,	  2006a)	  -­‐	  might	  be	  unsurprised	  when,	  in	  the	  film,	  the	  wrong	  house	  is	  raided.	  	  	  What	  is	  particularly	  note-­‐worthy	  is	  that	  the	  house	  that	  is	  raided	  is	  occupied	  by	  people	  who	  appear	  to	  be	  rather	  foreign.	  Ahmed	  –	  unlike	  Omar,	  who	  is	  his	  brother	  -­‐	  is	  a	  pious	  and	  observant	  Muslim	  and	  that	  is	  why	  he	  firmly	  believes	  that	  violence	  is	  wrong.	  He	  has	  a	  distinctly	  Pakistani	  accent,	  wears	  shalwar	  kameez	  and	  a	  long	  beard	  (like	  Abdulkahar	  and	  Koyair),	  attends	  the	  mosque	  and	  prayer	  meetings	  and	  irritates	  everyone	  with	  his	  saintly	  expression.	  He	  also	  refuses	  to	  enter	  a	  room	  when	  Sofia	  is	  in	  it	  and	  his	  own	  female	  relatives	  are	  heavily	  veiled	  and	  confined	  to	  a	  separate	  small	  room	  which	  used	  to	  be	  a	  toilet.	  Here	  appearances	  would	  suggest	  that	  what	  we	  have	  is	  an	  alien	  ideology,	  most	  particularly	  in	  the	  gender	  relations	  that	  are	  always	  at	  stake	  in	  establishing	  what	  is	  domestic	  and	  what	  is	  foreign.	  	  	  This	  is	  perhaps	  why	  Ahmed’s	  innocence	  can	  do	  little	  to	  save	  him:	  his	  position	  when	  we	  last	  see	  him	  seems	  hopeless.	  “We	  know	  more	  than	  you	  think	  we	  do,”	  says	  a	  police	  interrogator	  to	  him	  -­‐	  a	  formulation	  which	  by	  now	  causes	  the	  heart	  to	  sink	  -­‐	  as	  he	  inexplicably	  brandishes	  a	  Weetabix	  (breakfast	  cereal). 	  
Minding	  Your	  Own	  Business:	  The	  British	  Private	  Sphere	  
 Here,	  as	  ever,	  it	  is	  useful	  to	  note	  how	  the	  particular	  (very	  dangerous)	  delineation	  of	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  functions.	  A	  certain	  tendency	  to	  mind	  their	  own	  business	  -­‐	  the	  sense	  that	  what	  goes	  on	  in	  private	  is	  not	  a	  matter	  for	  undue	  interference	  -­‐	  pervades	  the	  attitudes	  of	  the	  white	  characters.	  Matt	  asks	  Omar	  about	  one	  of	  the	  gang’s	  preparatory	  misadventures:	  “It’s	  not	  jihad,	  though,	  is	  it?	  Blowing	  up	  a	  crow?”	  Omar	  replies,	  “No.	  It’s	  a	  cultural	  thing.”	  Matt	  shows	  no	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further	  curiosity	  and	  this	  is	  taken	  to	  be	  a	  satisfactory	  answer.	  Meanwhile,	  Alice	  -­‐	  a	  neighbour	  -­‐	  not	  only	  doesn’t	  view	  it	  as	  appropriate	  to	  ask	  any	  questions	  about	  the	  explosive	  material	  lying	  around,	  but	  also	  misunderstands	  why	  the	  men	  want	  her	  to	  leave	  their	  flat	  in	  a	  hurry,	  taking	  them	  to	  mean	  that	  they	  intend	  to	  indulge	  in	  sex	  together.	  She	  happens	  to	  disapprove	  (traditional	  masculinity	  being	  more	  vigorously	  policed	  than	  exploding	  crows),	  but	  removes	  herself	  anyway.	  	  	  Culture	  and	  sexuality,	  then,	  along	  with	  what	  is	  contained	  in	  the	  private	  space	  of	  a	  man’s	  flat	  or	  his	  bag,	  are	  not	  readily	  understood	  to	  be	  of	  public	  concern	  and	  are	  therefore	  of	  interest	  only	  insofar	  as	  they	  extrude	  into	  the	  public	  sphere	  in	  outward	  bodily	  practices.	  Meanwhile,	  although	  public	  spaces	  are	  relentlessly	  policed	  by	  endless	  surveillance	  cameras	  	  -­‐	  some	  watched	  by	  Omar	  in	  his	  job	  in	  the	  shopping	  centre	  along	  with	  the	  hapless	  Matt	  -­‐	  there	  is	  little	  sense	  that	  anyone	  knows	  quite	  what	  they	  are	  looking	  for.	  Thus,	  Ahmed’s	  refusal	  of	  violence	  and	  criminality,	  his	  sincere	  attempts	  to	  persuade	  Omar	  of	  the	  error	  of	  his	  ways,	  these	  are	  not	  enough	  to	  make	  him	  British,	  but	  his	  outward,	  public	  appearance	  (and	  that	  of	  his	  wife)	  visibly	  bespeak	  a	  foreign	  ideology	  and	  constitute	  him	  as	  a	  danger.	  Thus	  publicly	  visible	  manifestations	  are	  taken	  to	  make	  a	  fully-­‐formed	  private	  identity	  legible	  in	  ways	  that	  reveal	  themselves	  to	  be	  deeply	  problematic	  and	  also	  perilous. 
 
Liberal	  Democratic	  Governmentality	  and	  Violence 
 The	  difficulty	  with	  knowing	  the	  difference	  between	  British	  democratic	  rationality	  and	  foreign	  despotic	  violence,	  is	  that	  they	  are	  not	  separate	  in	  practice	  and	  do	  not	  map	  onto	  each	  other	  as	  expected,	  as	  demonstrated	  by	  Four	  Lions.	  	  	  Victoria	  Basham	  and	  Nick	  Vaughan-­‐Williams	  are	  right	  to	  suggest	  that	  one	  of	  the	  principal	  dangers	  to	  which	  this	  film	  calls	  our	  attention	  is	  that	  of	  “blundering,	  inept	  police	  officers,	  armed	  with	  live	  ammunition	  pointed	  at	  large	  crowds	  of	  people”	  (Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012:	  14):	  government	  institutions	  are	  implicated	  in	  violence	  and	  terror	  as	  police	  shootings	  of	  the	  innocent	  and	  the	  apparent	  “rendition”	  of	  Ahmed	  make	  apparent.	  Perhaps	  unsurprising	  that	  a	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panicked	  policeman	  would	  say,	  “He	  must	  be	  the	  target;	  I’ve	  shot	  him.”	  But	  more	  worrying,	  perhaps,	  when	  Malcolm	  Storge	  MP	  states:	  “The	  report	  makes	  crystal	  clear	  that	  the	  police	  shot	  the	  right	  man,	  but	  as	  far	  as	  I’m	  aware	  the	  wrong	  man	  exploded.”	  This	  parodies	  the	  fact	  that,	  following	  his	  calamitous	  death,	  Jean-­‐Charles	  de	  Menezes’	  family	  called	  in	  vain	  upon	  “the	  public	  and	  their	  representatives”	  to	  instigate	  a	  “public	  discussion”	  in	  order	  that	  “lessons	  should	  be	  learned	  and	  officers	  held	  to	  account”	  (Jean	  Charles	  de	  Menezes	  Family	  Campaign,	  2009).	  The	  democratic	  institutions	  that	  are	  meant	  to	  make	  violence	  unnecessary	  because	  of	  their	  ability	  to	  manage	  conflict	  between	  diverse	  interests	  do	  not	  only	  fail	  utterly.	  They	  are	  actually	  involved	  in	  perpetrating	  violence	  and	  then	  not	  only	  denying	  it	  and	  covering	  it	  up,	  but	  also	  –	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  so	  many	  times	  in	  the	  pages	  of	  this	  thesis	  -­‐	  proclaiming	  that	  they	  are	  its	  solution. 
 However,	  there	  is	  a	  violence	  associated	  with	  British	  everyday	  life	  that	  is	  far	  more	  diffuse	  and	  widespread	  than	  that	  practised	  by	  the	  state	  authorities.	  It	  is	  precisely	  in	  the	  ordinary	  rituals	  of	  British	  private	  life	  that	  violence	  can	  readily	  be	  discerned	  in	  the	  film.	  	  	  Omar	  and	  his	  gang	  are	  painfully	  inept	  at	  articulating	  the	  scripts	  of	  their	  “jihadi	  video”	  and	  their	  political	  and	  spiritual	  position	  on	  why	  they	  are	  blowing	  themselves	  up	  in	  the	  first	  place	  is	  riven	  with	  contradictions	  (Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012:	  13-­‐14).	  What	  comes	  through	  much	  more	  coherently,	  though,	  is	  the	  way	  they	  are	  indebted	  to	  the	  violent	  films	  and	  video	  games.	  “Look	  at	  me,	  I’m	  Paki	  Rambo!”	  shouts	  Waj,	  filming	  himself	  on	  his	  mobile	  phone	  whilst	  firing	  a	  large	  gun.	  This	  is	  a	  scene	  that	  causes	  horror	  amongst	  the	  Pakistanis	  running	  the	  training	  camp	  he	  is	  attending	  in	  Swat	  and	  identifies	  Waj	  and	  Omar	  as	  utterly	  British:	  nothing	  less	  than	  archetypal	  “Mr	  Beans.”	  	  	  Furthermore,	  the	  men’s	  repetition	  that	  they	  are	  “four	  lions”	  re-­‐invokes	  not	  only	  the	  (sometimes	  violent)	  masculinity	  and	  national	  allegiance	  of	  the	  football	  crowd	  but	  also	  the	  still-­‐familiar	  number	  one	  song	  (twice:	  in	  1996	  and	  1998)	  by	  The	  Lightning	  Seeds	  along	  with	  comedians	  David	  Baddiel	  and	  Frank	  Skinner	  whose	  television	  collaboration	  was	  an	  early	  epitome	  of	  “laddish”	  behaviour	  on	  British	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screens	  (The	  Independent,	  1999).	  The	  bombers	  appear	  to	  demonstrate	  their	  Britishness	  in	  their	  adherence	  to	  prevailing	  forms	  of	  masculinity,	  with	  their	  laddish	  humour,	  underlying	  desire	  to	  “bang	  white	  girls”	  (also	  referred	  to	  as	  “slags”,	  not	  an	  especially	  Islamic	  word),	  macho	  initiation	  rites	  -­‐	  and	  violent	  fantasies	  (Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012:	  13).	  Violent	  narratives	  weave	  themselves	  into	  the	  conventional	  British	  masculinity	  of	  the	  men.	  Violent	  games	  form	  the	  basis	  of	  conversations	  and	  analogies:	  jihad	  will	  be	  “just	  like”	  Mortal	  Kombat	  or	  Xbox	  Counterstrike.	  This	  narrative	  brutalisation	  is	  a	  process	  that	  obviously	  begins	  in	  early	  childhood.	  It	  may	  seem	  a	  little	  odd	  that	  Omar’s	  young	  son	  talks	  openly	  about	  people	  blowing	  themselves	  up	  to	  get	  to	  heaven	  -­‐	  why	  has	  no-­‐one	  in	  his	  (primary)	  school	  thought	  to	  notice	  this?	  -­‐	  but	  there	  is	  nothing	  strange	  in	  playing	  with	  toy	  guns	  (in	  fact,	  water	  pistols)	  at	  home	  or	  in	  watching	  Disney	  film,	  The	  Lion	  King,	  whose	  story	  only	  has	  to	  be	  tweaked	  a	  little	  to	  be	  perfectly	  suited	  to	  explain	  the	  complexities	  of	  “jihad”	  to	  a	  young	  boy	  at	  bedtime. 
 I	  want	  to	  emphasise	  that	  I	  am	  not	  here	  advocating	  more	  surveillance	  of	  the	  private	  sphere,	  more	  searches	  of	  homes	  or	  sports	  bags,	  more	  suspicion	  of	  British	  Pakistani	  neighbours.	  The	  logic	  of	  my	  argument	  should	  make	  it	  abundantly	  clear	  what	  the	  consequence	  would	  be,	  given	  the	  broader	  configurations	  of	  power	  that	  currently	  exist:	  Omar	  and	  his	  family	  would	  probably	  escape	  attention,	  whereas	  Ahmed	  and	  his	  wife	  would	  be	  searched	  and	  humiliated,	  yielding	  such	  suspicious	  material	  as	  the	  Holy	  Qu’ran	  and	  its	  message	  -­‐	  as	  he	  takes	  it,	  anyway	  -­‐	  of	  non-­‐violence.	  Rather,	  what	  is	  needed	  is	  a	  recognition	  that	  the	  borders	  between	  the	  public	  and	  the	  private,	  and	  between	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign,	  are	  contingent	  and	  that	  they	  are	  produced	  through	  the	  practices	  used	  to	  police	  them.	  	  	  
Another	  Way	  to	  Live?	  	  The	  only	  people	  who	  suspect	  what	  Omar	  is	  planning	  are	  the	  ones	  who	  love	  him:	  not	  just	  his	  wife	  and	  son,	  but	  also	  his	  brother.	  It	  is	  the	  latter	  who	  is	  well	  aware	  that	  blowing	  up	  a	  crow	  is	  not	  “a	  cultural	  thing.”	  However,	  this	  is	  not	  something	  that	  it	  would	  be	  beyond	  Matt’s	  ability	  to	  learn.	  An	  understanding	  of	  and	  imbrication	  in	  one	  another’s	  stories,	  a	  curiosity	  about	  cultural	  practices,	  based	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not	  on	  suspicion	  and	  violence,	  but	  genuine	  relationships	  and	  the	  negotiation	  grounded	  in	  love	  and	  mutual	  concern	  is	  one	  practice	  that	  might	  give	  us	  cautious	  grounds	  for	  optimism.	  	  	  We	  see	  two	  moments	  in	  the	  film	  when	  death	  and	  destruction	  might	  genuinely	  have	  been	  avoided.	  One	  is	  the	  desperate	  last-­‐minute	  attempt	  that	  Omar	  makes	  to	  save	  his	  friend,	  Waj,	  when	  he	  suggests	  they	  both	  give	  themselves	  up.	  This	  ends	  in	  death	  and	  more	  confusion	  thanks	  to	  the	  gung	  ho	  actions	  of	  the	  police,	  but	  Omar	  still	  warns	  Matt	  -­‐	  in	  genuine	  affection	  -­‐	  to	  stay	  away	  when	  he	  does	  finally	  explode.	  The	  other	  is	  when	  Omar	  approaches	  his	  brother	  for	  advice.	  In	  the	  latter	  case,	  it	  is	  just	  a	  shame	  that	  Ahmed	  has	  such	  an	  irritatingly	  pious	  face.	  	  	  There	  are	  no	  transcendent	  virtues	  in	  which	  we	  can	  ground	  a	  politics.	  Sofia’s	  love	  of	  Omar	  (and	  superior	  face)	  is	  what	  persuades	  him	  to	  blow	  himself	  up.	  Nevertheless,	  this	  comic	  film	  has	  a	  touching	  and	  poignant	  ending	  because	  of	  the	  love	  between	  Omar	  and	  Waj:	  a	  love	  that	  ends	  up	  being	  tragically	  militarised	  in	  the	  service	  of	  incoherent	  violence.	  The	  only	  moments	  of	  possible	  redemption,	  however	  -­‐	  although	  always	  compromised	  and	  riven	  with	  power	  -­‐	  are	  the	  ones	  where	  in	  the	  everyday	  rituals	  of	  ordinary	  life,	  people	  get	  to	  know,	  and	  care	  for,	  one	  another	  beyond	  the	  public	  sphere.	  	  	  This	  film	  is	  a	  fiction,	  of	  course,	  so	  the	  good	  end	  unhappily	  and	  the	  bad	  end	  up	  in	  heaven.	  Nevertheless,	  it	  is	  hardly	  far-­‐fetched	  to	  suggest	  that	  ways	  of	  living	  in	  which	  we	  pay	  genuine	  attention	  to	  one	  another’s	  stories	  and	  care	  about	  one	  another’s	  lives	  might	  be	  a	  remedy	  to	  violence.	  Anecdotally,	  Maajid	  Nawaz	  (2012)	  provides	  a	  telling	  story	  about	  his	  life	  as	  an	  “Islamist	  radical”	  in	  which	  he	  was	  instrumental	  in	  setting	  up	  “terror	  cells”	  and	  ended	  up	  in	  an	  Egyptian	  prison.	  He	  states	  that	  whilst	  violence	  had	  initially	  seemed	  a	  response	  to	  constant	  police	  harassment	  and	  racist	  violence,	  his	  eventual	  refusal	  of	  terrorism	  came	  down	  to	  Amnesty	  International’s	  letter	  writers,	  who	  took	  him	  on	  as	  a	  “prisoner	  of	  conscience.”	  This	  provoked	  a	  realisation	  of	  the	  humanity	  of	  the	  other,	  which	  made	  continued	  violence	  seem	  an	  impossible	  option.	  These	  kind	  of	  caring	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practices,	  then,	  offer	  possibilities	  for	  remaking	  the	  world	  and	  they	  do	  not	  have	  to	  be	  as	  dramatic	  as	  Nawaz’s	  story.	   
 More	  broadly,	  we	  will	  only	  be	  able	  to	  imagine	  different	  ways	  to	  live,	  if	  we	  are	  fully	  cognisant	  of	  the	  ways	  that	  our	  stories,	  films,	  photographs,	  games	  and	  songs	  
produce	  our	  practices	  and	  identities	  as	  part	  of	  a	  web	  of	  power	  relations	  that	  saturate	  our	  lives	  and	  cut	  across	  the	  artificial	  divide	  between	  public	  and	  private,	  domestic	  and	  foreign.	  Insofar	  as	  we	  accept	  these	  divides	  and	  understand	  others’	  private	  practices	  to	  be	  none	  of	  our	  business,	  we	  are	  ignoring	  this	  crucial	  dimension	  of	  productive	  power	  and	  thereby	  enabling	  it	  to	  flourish	  as	  it	  is.	  As	  long	  as	  democracy	  is	  viewed	  as	  the	  liberal	  business	  of	  voting	  in	  representatives	  and	  maintaining	  the	  freedom	  of	  the	  press,	  the	  flows	  of	  power	  that	  constitute	  those	  identities	  and	  interests	  that	  end	  up	  being	  represented	  in	  legislatures	  and	  in	  newspapers	  will	  remain	  invisible.	  	  	  Yet	  only	  by	  making	  them	  visible	  can	  we	  hope	  to	  change	  them.	  In	  my	  detailed	  readings	  of	  the	  photographs	  that	  are	  used	  to	  promote	  democracy,	  I	  have	  shown	  one	  way	  of	  doing	  this.	  Chris	  Morris’s	  Four	  Lions	  is	  yet	  another	  kind	  of	  intervention.	  He	  demonstrates	  the	  way	  that	  chaos,	  uncertainty	  and	  casual	  brutality	  pervade	  our	  everyday	  lives.	  He	  shows	  that	  the	  categories	  of	  domestic	  versus	  foreign,	  private	  versus	  public,	  secure	  versus	  dangerous,	  democratic	  versus	  violent,	  Islamic	  misogyny	  versus	  Western	  women’s	  rights,	  barbarism/savagery	  versus	  civilisation	  are	  always	  on	  the	  verge	  of	  collapse	  and	  therefore	  required	  constant	  policing	  and	  reproduction.	  He	  suggests	  the	  ways	  in	  which	  disaster	  might	  have	  been	  averted.	  And	  in	  doing	  so,	  he	  enables	  us	  also	  to	  see	  glimpses	  of	  how	  life	  might	  be	  different. 
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Conclusion:	  The	  Blackmail	  of	  Democracy	  -­	  Renegotiating	  the	  Terms	  	  
We	  shall	  not	  cease	  from	  exploration	  
And	  the	  end	  of	  all	  our	  exploring	  
Will	  be	  to	  arrive	  where	  we	  started	  
And	  know	  the	  place	  for	  the	  first	  time	  	   (T.	  S.	  Eliot,	  The	  Four	  Quartets)	  	  This	  thesis	  began	  with	  a	  narrative	  of	  the	  bombings	  in	  London	  on	  7	  July	  2005.	  The	  narrative	  we	  have	  become	  used	  to	  hearing	  is	  the	  one	  offered	  by	  Tony	  Blair	  and	  the	  other	  G8	  leaders	  that	  these	  bombers	  were	  opposed	  to	  democratic	  values,	  civilisation,	  development,	  progress	  and	  women’s	  rights.	  Although	  they	  were	  British,	  they	  had	  espoused	  a	  foreign,	  violent,	  barbaric	  ideology	  characterised	  by	  its	  hypermasculine	  refusal	  of	  women’s	  rights	  and	  that	  advocated	  a	  return	  to	  a	  medieval	  past.	  This	  version	  of	  the	  terrorist	  ideology	  re-­‐emerged	  in	  the	  next	  narrative	  I	  discussed,	  that	  of	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury’s	  lecture	  on	  the	  possibility	  of	  accommodating	  Islamic	  shari’ah	  law	  into	  the	  British	  legal	  system.	  The	  mainstream	  media	  turned	  on	  the	  Archbishop	  in	  fury	  because	  in	  defending	  
shari’ah	  law,	  they	  believed	  he	  was	  an	  apologist	  for	  this	  very	  anti-­‐democratic,	  outdated	  and	  terrorist	  ideology.	  	  The	  bombers	  themselves	  were	  no	  strangers	  to	  a	  version	  of	  this	  narrative	  about	  ideology.	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  whose	  very	  exploding	  body	  came	  so	  violently	  to	  symbolise	  the	  limits	  of	  the	  nation	  and	  of	  civilisation,	  left	  a	  video-­‐taped	  message	  explaining	  his	  motives	  for	  perpetrating	  the	  London	  bombings,	  in	  which	  he	  suggests	  that	  the	  government	  wish	  “to	  scare	  the	  masses	  into	  conforming	  to	  their	  power	  and	  wealth-­‐obsessed	  agenda”	  and	  contrasts	  his	  own	  “driving	  motivation	  [which]	  doesn’t	  come	  from	  tangible	  commodities”.	  He	  furthermore	  explicitly	  defines	  himself	  against	  “[y]our	  democratically	  elected	  governments”	  (BBC,	  2005b).	  	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  was	  a	  product	  of	  the	  same	  discourses	  
and	  practices	  as	  the	  political	  leaders	  of	  the	  UK,	  and	  by	  taking	  the	  very	  categories	  of	  democracy	  and	  economic	  development	  and	  positioning	  himself	  against	  them,	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was	  availing	  himself	  of	  the	  same	  binary,	  civilisational	  narrative	  later	  used	  by	  Tony	  Blair.	  	  	  The	  problem	  of	  considering	  why	  this	  young,	  and	  reportedly	  charismatic,	  man	  -­‐	  who	  had	  a	  job,	  a	  family	  and	  seemingly	  everything	  to	  live	  for	  -­‐	  decided	  that	  there	  was	  no	  space	  for	  his	  voice	  to	  be	  heard	  within	  the	  institutional	  setting	  of	  the	  democracy	  in	  which	  he	  grew	  up	  is	  difficult	  and	  there	  are	  no	  simple	  answers,	  however	  we	  may	  wish	  to	  condemn	  him	  as	  simply	  “uncivilised.”	  There	  is	  a	  grave	  danger	  at	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy,	  the	  insidious	  cruel	  choice	  that	  asks	  us	  to	  choose	  either	  a	  domesticated	  liberal	  democracy	  or	  an	  alien	  despotism,	  civilisation	  or	  barbarism,	  women’s	  rights	  or	  violent	  masculinity,	  development	  or	  backwardness,	  the	  future	  or	  the	  past.	  The	  danger	  is	  that	  anyone	  who	  is	  being	  blackmailed	  may	  simply	  refuse	  the	  terms.	  We	  can	  only	  hope	  that	  the	  answer	  never	  again	  comes	  back,	  as	  it	  did	  from	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan:	  “This	  is	  a	  war	  and	  I	  am	  a	  soldier”	  (ibid).	  	  	  Blackmail	  is	  violent.	  It	  can	  prompt	  violent	  responses.	  By	  this,	  I	  mean	  not	  only	  the	  spectacular	  violence	  of	  suicide	  bombing,	  but	  also	  the	  everyday	  dispiriting	  violence	  that	  is	  enacted	  in	  the	  name	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  When	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury	  was	  pilloried,	  it	  was	  done	  in	  the	  most	  personal	  and	  belittling	  of	  tones.	  He	  is	  called	  the	  “Great	  Mufti”	  (White,	  2008)	  or	  the	  “Ayatollah” (Hitchens,	  2008)	  of	  Canterbury	  as	  well	  as	  “a	  dangerous	  threat	  to	  the	  nation”	  and	  a	  “silly	  old	  goat” (The	  Sun,	  2008).	  The	  point	  is	  not	  that	  a	  senior	  public	  figure	  should	  be	  immune	  from	  criticism,	  but	  that	  the	  bullying	  name-­‐calling	  is	  unlikely	  to	  stop	  there.	  As	  a	  young	  Muslim	  woman	  put	  it	  when	  interviewed	  by	  a	  newspaper	  in	  the	  middle	  of	  the	  controversy:	  “once	  again	  it	  is	  us	  being	  demonised” (Doward	  et	  al.,	  2008).	  In	  positing	  a	  choice	  between	  a	  liberal	  democratic,	  modern	  secularism	  and	  a	  despotic,	  backward,	  religious	  authority,	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  invites	  demonisation	  and	  puts	  faithful	  Muslims	  into	  a	  painfully	  difficult	  and	  vulnerable	  position.	  	  Furthermore,	  by	  demanding	  a	  separation	  into	  public	  and	  private	  spheres	  –	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  accounts	  of	  domestic	  violence,	  racist	  crime	  and	  epistemic	  exclusions	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–	  it	  makes	  some	  acts	  of	  violence	  more	  visible	  than	  others.	  Book-­‐burning	  in	  Bradford	  and	  suicide	  bombing	  in	  London	  are	  decried	  and	  condemned,	  but	  violence	  in	  the	  private	  sphere	  is	  often	  difficult	  to	  see	  and	  absent	  from	  democratic	  debate.	  From	  Partition	  to	  the	  cornershop,	  from	  suicide	  bombing	  and	  rendition	  to	  the	  daily	  miseries	  of	  “Paki-­‐bashing”	  and	  racist	  insults,	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  not	  a	  remedy	  for	  violence,	  then,	  but	  is	  fully	  complicit	  in	  its	  practice.	  This	  is	  not	  only	  because	  of	  its	  very	  structure,	  but	  also	  because	  of	  the	  exclusionary	  practices	  of	  thought,	  the	  teleological	  narratives,	  through	  which	  we	  come	  to	  know	  who	  belongs,	  who	  counts	  as	  democratic,	  what	  sorts	  of	  arguments	  we	  are	  allowed	  to	  make	  -­‐	  about	  faith,	  about	  community,	  about	  belonging,	  about	  violence	  -­‐	  in	  the	  first	  place.	  	  It	  is,	  at	  the	  time	  of	  writing,	  seven	  years	  since	  that	  terrible	  day	  in	  July	  2005.	  Although	  in	  this	  thesis	  I	  have	  not,	  for	  practical	  purposes,	  conducted	  research	  into	  the	  period	  beyond	  the	  UK	  General	  Election	  in	  2010,	  following	  Pakistan’s	  return	  to	  civilian	  rule	  and	  electoral	  democracy	  in	  2008,	  these	  changes	  have	  done	  little	  to	  amend	  the	  terms	  of	  the	  discourse.	  Although	  the	  language	  of	  the	  War	  on	  Terror	  is	  no	  longer	  de	  rigueur,	  the	  elision	  of	  these	  words	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  a	  new	  politics	  has	  been	  crafted	  (Amoore,	  2008).	  	  	  On	  the	  contrary,	  in	  his	  much	  awaited	  speech	  in	  Munich	  in	  February	  2011	  (Cameron,	  2011),	  in	  which	  he	  first	  addressed	  the	  subject	  of	  terrorism	  and	  security,	  Prime	  Minister,	  David	  Cameron,	  spelled	  out	  the	  now	  accustomed	  view	  that	  what	  is	  to	  be	  combated	  when	  we	  think	  about	  terrorism	  is	  a	  particular	  “ideology”.	  This	  ideology	  is	  defined	  as	  “a	  real	  hostility	  to	  western	  democracy	  and	  liberal	  values”.	  The	  solution	  to	  the	  problem	  of	  terror	  and	  insecurity,	  therefore,	  alongside	  surveillance	  and	  intelligence	  gathering,	  is	  -­‐	  he	  proposes	  -­‐	  	  a	  “muscular	  liberalism”	  :	  “[a]	  genuinely	  liberal	  country	  […]	  believes	  in	  certain	  value	  and	  actively	  promotes	  them.”	  Lest	  there	  be	  any	  doubt,	  he	  spells	  out	  what	  these	  values	  are:	  “Freedom	  of	  speech.	  Freedom	  of	  worship.	  Democracy.	  The	  rule	  of	  law.	  Equal	  rights	  regardless	  of	  race,	  sex	  or	  sexuality	  […]	  To	  belong	  here	  is	  to	  believe	  in	  these	  things.”	  So	  far	  so	  familiar:	  the	  Prime	  Minister	  is	  actively	  endorsing	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  practices	  that	  -­‐	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  -­‐	  emerge	  from	  many	  years	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of	  encounter	  with	  Muslim	  others	  from	  the	  subcontinent	  who	  must	  somehow	  be	  contained	  or	  domesticated.	  	  	  Alarmingly,	  Cameron	  also	  makes	  explicit	  what	  Blair	  had	  only	  hinted	  at.	  He	  argues	  that	  “non-­‐violent	  extremists”	  need	  to	  be	  combated,	  thus	  making	  it	  absolutely	  clear	  that	  modes	  of	  belonging	  are	  premised	  entirely	  on	  practices	  of	  thought	  and	  belief	  related	  to	  a	  commitment	  and	  loyalty	  to	  a	  highly-­‐specified	  set	  of	  liberal	  institutions,	  not	  on	  whether	  or	  not	  a	  particular	  violent	  crime	  has	  been	  committed,	  or	  even	  advocated,	  by	  an	  individual	  (Basham	  and	  Vaughan-­‐Williams,	  2012).	  	  Intriguingly,	  though,	  David	  Cameron	  attempts	  in	  this	  speech	  to	  distance	  himself	  from	  the	  War	  on	  Terror	  discourse	  by	  denying	  that	  Democracy	  Promotion	  or	  development	  overseas	  are	  viable	  solutions	  to	  the	  problem	  of	  terrorism.	  He	  points	  out	  quite	  correctly	  that	  “extremists”	  can	  emerge	  in	  liberal	  democratic	  societies	  and	  that	  people	  convicted	  of	  terrorist	  offences	  are	  often	  middle	  class,	  thus	  denying	  any	  causal	  link	  between	  “poor	  governance”,	  un(der)development	  and	  terrorism.	  He	  also	  avoids	  drawing	  explicitly	  on	  a	  particular	  narrative	  of	  history,	  eschewing	  the	  civilisational	  narrative	  favoured	  by	  Tony	  Blair.	  There	  are	  no	  doubt	  good	  political	  reasons	  for	  this,	  as	  Cameron	  can	  hereby	  distance	  himself	  from	  the	  politically	  unpopular	  invasions	  of	  Afghanistan	  and	  Iraq	  (that	  he	  and	  his	  party	  supported	  at	  the	  time)	  by	  avoiding	  both	  the	  explicit	  civilisational	  discourse	  and	  the	  civilising	  -­‐	  Democracy	  Promotion	  -­‐	  logic	  that	  underwrote	  them.	  	  	  However,	  like	  any	  subject	  of	  a	  discourse,	  Cameron	  is	  not	  in	  control	  of	  its	  terms	  and	  therefore	  cannot	  entirely	  avoid	  its	  logic.	  He	  is	  obliged	  to	  say	  that	  “Yes	  -­‐	  we	  must	  tackle	  poverty.”	  He	  cannot	  avoid	  supporting	  “Hundreds	  of	  thousands	  of	  people	  demanding	  the	  universal	  right	  to	  free	  elections	  and	  democracy	  [in	  Cairo	  and	  Tunis]”,	  particularly	  given	  that	  the	  value	  of	  these	  things	  must	  be	  taken-­‐for-­‐granted	  for	  his	  policy	  to	  be	  legitimate.	  His	  interventions	  within	  conventionally	  understood	  UK	  borders	  involve	  promoting	  “a	  common	  culture	  and	  curriculum”,	  which	  inevitably	  reminds	  us	  of	  the	  familiar	  narrative	  of	  British	  institutions	  and	  their	  ineluctable,	  democratic	  evolution.	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  Under	  Cameron’s	  government,	  DFID	  has	  a	  budget	  of	  £220	  million	  to	  spend	  on	  “government	  and	  civil	  society”	  (DFID,	  2012b)	  in	  Pakistan,	  and	  the	  “top	  priority”	  for	  this	  money	  is:	  “peace,	  stability	  and	  democracy	  -­‐	  for	  example,	  by	  helping	  another	  two	  million	  people	  (half	  of	  them	  women)	  to	  vote	  at	  the	  next	  general	  election”	  (ibid).	  The	  rationale	  for	  this	  is	  as	  follows:	  	   The	  UK	  has	  deep	  family,	  historic	  and	  business	  ties	  with	  Pakistan.	  That’s	  why	  we	  are	  committed	  to	  Pakistan	  for	  the	  long	  term,	  to	  help	  millions	  of	  people	  lift	  themselves	  out	  of	  poverty,	  and	  to	  help	  Pakistan	  become	  the	  stable,	  prosperous,	  democratic	  country	  it	  has	  the	  potential	  to	  be	  (ibid).	  	  	  The	  work	  that	  we	  have	  done	  so	  far	  in	  understanding	  the	  genealogy	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion	  makes	  these	  two	  sentences	  easy	  to	  read.	  The	  “stability”	  of	  Pakistan	  is	  important	  because	  Pakistan	  and	  the	  UK	  are	  deeply	  imbricated:	  “what	  happens	  in	  Pakistan	  matters	  on	  the	  streets	  of	  Britain”(Blair,	  2007b).	  The	  family	  ties	  of	  people	  like	  Mohammed	  Sidique	  Khan	  mean	  that	  danger	  in	  Pakistan	  can	  spill	  over	  into	  danger	  to	  Britain’s	  very	  identity.	  	  	  Not	  only	  this,	  of	  course	  -­‐	  family	  and	  historic	  ties	  quite	  rightly	  mean	  that	  many	  British	  citizens	  care	  particularly	  about	  Pakistan,	  and	  may	  be	  outraged	  by	  the	  poverty	  and	  undemocratic	  rule	  to	  which	  its	  people	  are	  subjected.	  More	  than	  this,	  however,	  the	  only	  legitimate	  future	  that	  can	  be	  envisioned	  for	  Pakistan	  is	  underwritten	  by	  a	  notion	  that	  its	  trajectory	  needs	  to	  mirror	  the	  past	  of	  countries	  like	  Britain.	  The	  risk	  is	  that,	  if	  we	  are	  captured	  by	  teleological	  narratives,	  then	  even	  our	  care	  and	  our	  outrage	  at	  injustice	  will	  be	  co-­‐opted	  into	  the	  blackmailing	  logic	  of	  democracy	  promotion.	  	  It	  is	  hard,	  then,	  within	  prevailing	  discourses,	  to	  imagine	  alternatives	  to	  poverty	  and	  military	  rule	  that	  do	  not	  include	  economic	  development,	  liberalism	  and	  elections.	  This	  gives	  the	  government	  something	  to	  do,	  as	  democratically	  mandated	  by	  its	  own	  population,	  not	  least	  the	  Pakistani	  diaspora:	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  projects	  continue	  to	  attempt	  to	  know	  and	  domesticate	  Pakistan	  by	  supporting	  the	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democratic	  governmentality	  (DFID,	  2012a).	  There	  is	  a	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clear	  endpoint	  in	  mind,	  underwritten	  by	  pictures	  on	  the	  website	  of	  people	  (mainly	  women)	  voting,	  and	  as	  implied	  by	  the	  word	  “potential”,	  which	  bears	  with	  it	  the	  teleological	  reading	  of	  history	  that	  always	  assumes	  that	  a	  better	  future	  will	  imply	  liberal	  democratic	  institutions	  and	  the	  capitalist	  economic	  development	  that	  is	  assumed	  to	  come	  with	  them.	  	  	  As	  Louise	  Amoore	  has	  eloquently	  argued	  (2008),	  a	  forgetting	  of	  the	  War	  on	  Terror	  and	  its	  discourses	  permits	  us	  to	  accept	  the	  categories	  and	  modes	  of	  othering	  it	  has	  bequeathed	  us	  as	  if	  they	  are	  natural	  and	  inevitable,	  rather	  than	  the	  result	  of	  long	  histories	  that	  could	  have	  been	  different.	  If	  we	  are	  going	  to	  be	  able	  to	  grasp	  the	  logic	  of	  democracy	  promotion,	  and	  the	  policy	  discourse	  that	  goes	  with	  it,	  then	  an	  understanding	  of	  its	  history	  is	  as	  urgent	  as	  ever.	  That	  is	  why	  the	  history	  of	  the	  modes	  of	  othering	  that	  I	  have	  uncovered	  in	  this	  thesis	  and	  their	  relation	  to	  the	  promotion	  of	  highly	  specific	  democratic	  identities	  remain	  crucially	  important.	  	  	  It	  is	  by	  understanding	  the	  function	  of	  narratives	  about	  democracy	  that	  we	  are	  able	  discern	  the	  logic	  of	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  that	  is	  constantly	  reinscribed	  in	  temporal	  modes	  of	  othering.	  	  Stories	  about	  history,	  teleology,	  development	  and	  the	  inevitable	  spread	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  are	  reiterated	  in	  newspapers,	  in	  Cameron’s	  “common	  curriculum	  and	  culture”,	  in	  political	  speeches,	  on	  television	  and	  in	  our	  daily	  lives	  in	  ways	  which	  seem	  so	  automatic,	  we	  can	  sometimes	  find	  it	  hard	  see	  them.	  However	  good	  our	  intentions,	  they	  can	  make	  it	  difficult	  to	  recognise	  that	  our	  contemporary	  liberal	  democratic	  practices	  may	  not	  be	  the	  endpoint	  of	  history,	  nor	  yet	  the	  best	  we	  can	  do.	  	  The	  ability	  to	  recognise	  these	  narratives,	  to	  understand	  where	  they	  came	  from	  and	  to	  contest	  them	  is	  particularly	  important	  if	  we	  value	  democracy	  and	  perhaps	  want	  more	  of	  it.	  	  
Democracy	  and	  the	  Radical	  Ordinary	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Is	  democracy	  something	  we	  value	  and	  want	  more	  of?	  A	  recent	  report	  (Wind-­‐Cowie	  and	  Gregory,	  2011),	  by	  the	  think	  tank	  Demos,	  on	  Britishness	  and	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging,	  patriotism	  and	  pride	  in	  the	  nation	  -­‐	  based	  on	  qualitative	  focus	  group	  research	  with	  a	  representative	  sample	  of	  over	  2000	  British	  people	  -­‐	  suggests	  that	  despite	  the	  best	  democracy	  promotion	  efforts	  by	  politicians,	  the	  media	  and	  photographers	  that	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  the	  preceding	  chapters,	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  institutions	  of	  British	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  not	  a	  pre-­‐eminent	  source	  of	  identification	  for	  British	  people.	  They	  argue	  that	  loyalty	  to	  Britain	  does	  not	  flow	  from	  allegiance	  to	  democratic	  values,	  the	  specific	  institutions	  of	  British	  governance	  (such	  as	  the	  monarchy	  or	  Parliament)	  or	  a	  progressive	  narrative	  about	  British	  history.	  Rather:	  	  	   [f]or	  most	  people,	  patriotism	  is	  an	  equation	  that	  travels	  in	  the	  opposite	  direction	  -­‐	  they	  begin	  with	  a	  sense	  of	  pride	  in	  their	  country,	  which	  predisposes	  them	  to	  identifying	  things	  about	  their	  country,	  its	  history	  and	  institutions	  which	  reinforce	  that	  pride	  (ibid:	  75).	  	  	  This	  resonates	  with	  the	  argument	  of	  my	  thesis:	  there	  would	  be	  little	  need	  for	  the	  never-­‐ending	  reinforcement	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  practices	  if	  a	  sense	  of	  belonging	  based	  on	  liberal	  democracy	  were	  fixed	  and	  stable.	  Rather,	  a	  relatively	  inchoate	  desire	  for	  belonging	  is	  both	  incited	  (indeed	  made	  necessary)	  and	  given	  form	  by	  the	  democracy	  promotion	  practices	  we	  have	  seen,	  which	  provide	  the	  versions	  of	  history	  and	  forms	  of	  institution	  that	  can	  be	  mobilised	  to	  establish	  and	  control	  who	  may	  and	  may	  not	  belong.	  	  More	  intriguingly,	  the	  authors	  argue	  that	  a	  sense	  of	  Britishness	  “is	  founded	  in	  a	  profound	  emotional	  connection	  to	  the	  everyday	  acts,	  manners	  and	  kindnesses	  that	  British	  people	  see	  in	  themselves”	  (ibid:	  112).	  One	  of	  the	  quotations	  from	  their	  focus	  groups	  that	  they	  offer	  to	  support	  this	  conclusion	  is	  worth	  quoting	  in	  full,	  given	  the	  types	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  we	  have	  seen	  throughout	  this	  thesis:	  	   I	  think	  of	  being	  British	  as	  being	  about	  littler	  things,	  more	  boring,	  I	  suppose.	  Like	  doing	  your	  bit	  and	  manners	  and	  helping	  out.	  The	  thing	  about	  British	  people	  is	  that	  we	  do	  things	  for	  each	  other,	  you	  know?	  Being	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British	  is	  more	  about	  the	  way	  we	  are	  than	  things	  like	  Buckingham	  Palace	  or	  Parliament	  (quoted	  in	  ibid:	  22).	  	  Somewhat	  similarly,	  another	  participant	  -­‐	  aware	  of	  the	  logic	  that	  British	  identity	  is	  only	  possible	  insofar	  as	  it	  is	  marked	  by	  difference	  from	  others	  -­‐	  remarked:	  	  	   You	  said	  about	  democracy	  and	  the	  law	  in	  your	  examples,	  but	  they’re	  not	  just	  British	  are	  they?	  If	  you	  asked	  an	  American	  what	  was	  good	  about	  American	  they’d	  say	  the	  same	  thing,	  and	  the	  French	  (quoted	  in	  ibid:	  23).	  	  	  A	  form	  of	  foreign	  policy	  with	  such	  a	  serious	  flaw	  that	  it	  cannot	  distinguish	  Britain	  from	  France,	  the	  notion	  of	  democracy	  as	  a	  universal	  value	  appears	  not	  to	  have	  caught	  contemporary	  imaginations.	  Locally-­‐rooted,	  everyday,	  relational	  and	  caring	  practices,	  perhaps	  located	  in	  the	  private	  or	  domestic	  sphere	  appear	  to	  offer	  forms	  of	  belonging	  that	  are	  more	  compelling	  than	  the	  familiar	  institutions	  of	  liberal	  democracy.	  Perhaps	  they	  remind	  us	  of	  the	  Edmund	  Burke	  we	  encountered	  in	  Chapter	  4,	  the	  practices	  of	  the	  biraderi	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  5,	  the	  solidaristic	  attempts	  to	  defend	  friends	  and	  neighbours	  against	  violence	  in	  Chapter	  6,	  the	  potentially	  life-­‐saving	  (if	  ultimately,	  in	  this	  instance,	  tragically	  thwarted)	  love	  between	  Omar	  and	  Matt,	  Ahmed	  and	  Waj,	  or	  the	  Archbishop	  of	  Canterbury’s	  careful	  exposition	  of	  how	  different	  forms	  of	  law	  and	  belonging	  might	  be	  talked	  about,	  accommodated,	  compromised	  upon.	  It	  reminds	  me	  of	  the	  young	  Muslim	  woman	  interviewed	  by	  a	  newspaper	  in	  a	  market	  in	  East	  London	  who	  said	  of	  the	  Archbishop,	  “Rowan	  Williams	  was	  trying	  to	  be	  kind” (Doward	  et	  al.,	  2008).	  	  The	  relational	  forms	  of	  belonging	  alluded	  to	  by	  the	  focus	  group	  participants	  do	  not	  imply	  a	  rejection	  of	  democracy	  -­‐	  at	  worst,	  they	  demonstrate	  a	  vague	  indifference	  to	  the	  symbols	  and	  rituals	  of	  liberal	  democracy	  of	  the	  sort	  we	  saw	  in	  Chapter	  1	  and	  that	  democracy	  promotion	  in	  all	  its	  forms	  attempts	  to	  combat.	  However,	  must	  we	  read	  this	  research	  as	  a	  worrying	  sign	  that	  British	  everyday	  lives	  are	  not	  as	  democratic	  as	  we	  thought?	  Are	  we	  bored	  of	  democracy?	  I	  suggest	  that	  this	  would	  only	  be	  the	  right	  analysis	  if	  we	  were	  to	  accept	  that	  liberal	  democracy	  is	  the	  only	  form	  of	  democracy,	  or	  if	  -­‐	  as	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  Two	  -­‐	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democracy	  is	  only	  recognisable	  as	  such	  because	  of	  its	  complex	  articulation	  with	  liberal	  institutions.	  	  	  For	  political	  theorist,	  Romand	  Coles,	  however,	  this	  would	  be	  the	  wrong	  approach.	  In	  his	  work,	  the	  “radical	  ordinary”	  -­‐	  the	  everyday	  practices	  of	  caring,	  listening,	  sharing	  a	  meal,	  ceding	  one’s	  place	  in	  a	  queue,	  sitting	  talking	  on	  a	  porch	  -­‐	  is	  a	  form	  of	  democracy	  (Hauerwas	  and	  Coles,	  2012).	  Rejecting	  as	  “too	  obvious”	  democracy	  as	  “the	  sheer	  existence	  of	  ‘representative’	  institutions	  that	  incant	  a	  virtually	  unquestionable	  ‘yes’	  to	  ‘democracy’”	  (ibid:	  113),	  he	  instead	  asks	  us	  to	  question	  the	  ways	  we	  know	  what	  democracy	  is	  and	  instead	  consider	  it	  as	  a	  complex	  relational	  set	  of	  practices.	  	  	  Importantly,	  by	  their	  very	  nature,	  such	  practices	  require	  a	  temporality	  that	  is	  not	  progressive	  or	  teleological,	  but	  rather	  privileges	  the	  present	  over	  the	  future.	  They	  are	  going	  to	  take	  time	  and	  to	  require	  us	  to	  take	  our	  time.	  This	  is	  a	  slow,	  pulsing	  time	  in	  which	  a	  democratic	  ethics	  may	  play	  out,	  always	  with	  difficulty,	  always	  involving	  negotiation,	  always	  ungraspable	  in	  its	  entirety,	  costing	  not	  less	  than	  everything:	  	  	   a	  sense	  of	  the	  world	  as	  immanently	  shot	  through	  with	  fugitive	  democratic	  possibilities,	  gifts,	  scattered	  shards	  of	  light	  calling	  us	  to	  receive,	  gather,	  and	  carefully	  engage	  each	  other	  in	  relationships	  that	  slip	  beyond	  the	  oblivion	  of	  anti-­‐democratic	  cages	  to	  initiate	  better	  things	  (ibid:	  115).	  	  	  This	  is	  a	  democracy	  that	  cannot	  be	  achieved	  quickly,	  that	  will	  not	  be	  reached	  inevitably	  or	  through	  an	  ineluctable,	  unconscious	  evolution.	  Rather,	  it	  requires	  never-­‐ending	  work	  that	  takes	  place	  not	  so	  much	  in	  statements	  in	  academic	  theses	  or	  political	  speeches	  about	  how	  the	  world	  should	  be,	  but	  rather	  in	  patient	  engagement	  in	  the	  everyday	  practices	  of	  how	  the	  world	  now	  is:	  the	  dense	  fabric	  of	  our	  radically	  ordinary	  lives,	  the	  constant	  opportunities	  to	  enact	  kindness,	  manners,	  hospitality	  that	  already	  exist	  in	  the	  subjectivities	  in	  which	  we	  manoeuvre.	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A	  radically	  ordinary	  democracy	  requires	  a	  temporality	  that	  is	  a	  “complicated	  ever-­‐changing	  pulse”	  rather	  than	  a	  “flow”(ibid:	  85),	  precisely	  because	  these	  things	  take	  time:	  not	  long	  historical	  time,	  but	  the	  everyday	  time	  of	  listening	  and	  caring,	  strolling	  and	  wondering,	  teaching	  and	  telling	  stories,	  relearning	  and	  re-­‐remembering,	  refictioning	  our	  histories	  and	  our	  modes	  of	  belonging.	  The	  radical	  ordinary	  can	  accept	  no	  separate	  public	  and	  private	  sphere,	  but	  instead	  insists	  that	  democracy	  exists	  and	  can	  be	  practised	  in	  all	  locations	  of	  our	  lives	  together.	  It	  must	  inevitably	  refuse	  the	  injunction	  to	  leave	  our	  emotions,	  our	  relational	  commitments,	  our	  religious	  faith,	  our	  passion,	  our	  anger,	  our	  care	  for	  others	  at	  the	  door	  when	  we	  enter	  the	  public	  sphere.	  Instead	  of	  wishing	  these	  things	  away,	  it	  takes	  these	  arenas	  of	  life	  –	  riven	  with	  power	  and	  oppression	  and	  the	  desire	  to	  exclude	  others	  as	  they	  may	  be	  –	  as	  the	  starting	  point	  of	  a	  democratic	  engagement	  which	  must	  always	  deal	  with	  them.	  	  We	  should	  be	  careful,	  then.	  Radical	  ordinary	  democracy	  does	  not	  banish	  power	  and	  does	  not	  pretend,	  in	  all	  its	  messiness,	  that	  the	  world	  could	  be	  made	  perfect.	  There	  is	  a	  chauvinism,	  for	  instance,	  in	  proposing	  that	  British	  people	  are	  uniquely	  able	  practitioners	  of	  such	  things	  as	  good	  manners.	  Unspoken	  but	  familiar	  notions	  of	  a	  quintessentially	  British	  “fair	  play”	  appear	  to	  underwrite	  some	  of	  the	  modes	  of	  belonging	  identified	  in	  the	  Demos	  focus	  groups;	  these	  require	  a	  whole	  genealogy	  themselves,	  which	  would	  no	  doubt	  encompass	  such	  things	  as	  success	  on	  the	  sports	  field	  and	  its	  historic	  relation	  to	  governing	  in	  the	  Empire.	  Then	  there	  is	  the	  whole	  set	  of	  modes	  of	  exclusion	  underwritten	  by	  the	  focus	  group	  participant	  who	  describes	  a	  worry	  about	  lack	  of	  integration	  by	  immigrants	  in	  the	  following	  terms:	  	  	   They	  don’t	  queue	  up	  -­‐	  some	  of	  them	  -­‐	  like	  in	  the	  Post	  Office;	  they	  just	  march	  up	  to	  the	  counter.	  And	  it	  makes	  me	  think,	  what	  is	  this	  country	  becoming?	  When	  there	  are	  people	  who	  live	  here	  but	  don’t	  know,	  or	  can’t	  be	  bothered	  with,	  normal	  manners?	  (Wind-­‐Cowie	  and	  Gregory,	  2011:	  32).	  	  	  Ordinariness	  can	  be	  depressingly	  non-­‐radical,	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  throughout	  this	  thesis.	  Ordinary	  life	  is	  generally	  the	  locale	  where	  othering	  practices	  are	  performed	  and	  they	  can	  be	  as	  exclusionary	  in	  their	  as	  an	  insistence	  on	  good	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manners	  as	  they	  are	  in	  their	  emphasis	  on	  voting.	  As	  discussed	  in	  Chapter	  Two,	  we	  should	  beware	  any	  easy	  fantasies	  of	  escape.	  Any	  model	  of	  democracy	  we	  might	  like	  to	  imagine	  will	  always	  carry	  with	  it	  the	  limits	  of	  our	  time	  and	  its	  forms	  of	  thought,	  the	  power	  relations	  that	  have	  crafted	  our	  own	  subjectivities,	  the	  possibilities	  of	  multiple	  practices	  of	  exclusion	  in	  the	  execution.	  	  This	  thesis	  has	  by-­‐and-­‐large	  been	  an	  empirical	  rather	  than	  a	  prescriptive	  or	  normative	  endeavour,	  to	  the	  extent	  that	  I	  have	  tried	  to	  show	  that	  our	  prescriptions	  and	  norms,	  our	  ideas	  about	  what	  the	  world	  should	  be	  like,	  do	  not	  provide	  a	  model	  for	  empirical	  practices,	  nor	  a	  template	  from	  which	  they	  diverge.	  The	  reason	  for	  this	  is	  that	  the	  theories,	  norms	  and	  prescriptions	  we	  hold	  about	  and	  for	  the	  world	  are	  not	  separable	  from	  everyday	  empirical	  practices	  and	  realities	  in	  any	  straightforward	  sense.	  Rather,	  the	  normative	  sense	  that	  certain	  forms	  of	  democracy	  should	  be	  promoted	  is	  based	  on	  the	  everyday	  material	  practices	  that	  constitute	  democracy	  as	  liberal	  democracy	  and	  our	  knowledge	  of	  it	  as	  such.	  	  	  The	  prescriptive	  teleologies	  of	  democracy	  and	  development	  as	  the	  end	  of	  history	  have	  been	  shown	  to	  emerge	  from,	  not	  to	  precede,	  the	  struggle	  to	  know	  and	  come	  to	  terms	  with	  the	  messy	  realities	  of	  the	  heterogeneous	  world.	  The	  blackmail	  of	  democracy	  that	  insists	  on	  a	  choice	  between	  liberal	  democracy	  or	  despotism,	  women’s	  rights	  or	  violent	  masculinities,	  civilisation	  or	  barbarism,	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  be	  a	  mode	  of	  power	  that	  seeks	  to	  tell	  the	  domestic	  from	  the	  foreign.	  In	  doing	  so,	  it	  creates	  the	  distinction	  between	  what	  is	  domestic	  and	  secure	  and	  what	  is	  foreign	  and	  dangerous,	  what	  is	  the	  legitimate	  future	  and	  what	  is	  the	  outmoded	  past.	  	  	  Nevertheless,	  despite	  this	  insistence	  that	  there	  can	  be	  no	  normative	  or	  prescriptive	  political	  theory	  that	  does	  not	  invite	  a	  genealogy	  that	  would	  reveal	  the	  power	  that	  inheres	  within	  it,	  I	  have	  suggested	  throughout	  that	  an	  empirical	  investigation	  into	  these	  forms	  of	  power	  reveals	  the	  possibility	  that	  there	  are	  other	  ways	  to	  live.	  This	  is	  why	  notions	  of	  the	  “radical	  ordinary”	  as	  a	  democratic	  domain	  are	  particularly	  useful:	  they	  enable	  us	  to	  engage	  at	  the	  level	  of	  everyday	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practices,	  including	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  and	  the	  modes	  of	  belonging	  and	  exclusion	  we	  enact	  in	  our	  unexceptional	  activities,	  our	  daily	  lives.	  What	  the	  radical	  ordinary	  offers	  is	  not	  a	  rarefied	  injunction	  to	  a	  morality,	  not	  a	  distribution	  of	  power	  that	  hides	  its	  operation	  in	  its	  claims	  to	  neutrality,	  but	  rather	  an	  ethics.	  Not	  only	  this,	  but	  a	  set	  of	  concrete	  ethical	  practices	  that	  attempt	  to	  engage	  directly	  with	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  in	  order	  to	  uncover	  the	  power	  relations	  and	  the	  limits	  they	  bring	  with	  them.	  	  	  This	  is	  an	  ethics	  that	  accepts	  that	  we	  live	  in	  a	  messy,	  heterogeneous	  world	  and	  reflects	  upon	  this	  fact.	  We	  need	  an	  ethical	  practice	  that	  does	  not	  attempt	  the	  blackmail	  of	  democracy,	  nor	  does	  it	  accede	  to	  it	  -­‐	  rather,	  it	  tries	  to	  re-­‐negotiate	  its	  terms.	  	  
Democratic	  Ethics	  	  Towards	  the	  end	  of	  his	  life,	  Foucault	  became	  particularly	  interested	  in	  ethics,	  not	  least	  in	  the	  second	  two	  volumes	  of	  The	  History	  of	  Sexuality	  (Foucault,	  1992,	  1990).	  Here	  the	  focus	  of	  enquiry	  remains	  on	  subjectivity,	  but	  shifts	  slightly	  to	  ask	  questions	  about	  how	  the	  self	  can	  work	  on	  the	  self.	  In	  his	  1981	  lecture	  series	  -­‐	  published	  as	  The	  Hermeneutics	  of	  the	  Subject	  	  -­‐	  he	  suggests	  that:	  	  	   constituting	  an	  ethic	  of	  the	  self	  is	  the	  most	  urgent,	  fundamental	  and	  politically	  indispensable	  task	  [as]	  there	  is	  no	  first	  or	  final	  point	  of	  resistance	  to	  political	  power	  other	  than	  the	  relationship	  one	  has	  to	  oneself	  (Foucault,	  2005a:	  251-­‐252)7.	  	  	  Throughout	  this	  thesis,	  I	  have	  shown	  that	  identity	  is	  constituted	  through	  practices	  of	  thought	  through	  which	  subjects,	  more	  or	  less	  reflexively,	  consider	  the	  stories	  they	  tell	  of	  themselves	  and	  how	  these	  differentiate	  them	  from	  others.	  The	  relationship	  between	  this	  work	  of	  the	  self	  on	  the	  self	  and	  a	  broader	  politics	  is	  evident	  in	  two	  ways.	  First,	  the	  stories	  themselves	  precede	  subjects	  and	  emerge	  from	  a	  broader	  political	  environment	  in	  which	  they	  are	  inserted	  and	  required	  to	  
                                            
7 I	  am	  grateful	  to	  Matthew	  Dennis	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Warwick	  for	  drawing	  this	  quotation	  to	  my	  attention	  and	  for	  many	  fascinating	  conversations	  about	  Foucault’s	  ethics.	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make	  sense	  of	  themselves	  and	  their	  identity	  as	  individuals.	  Secondly,	  however,	  this	  broader	  political	  environment,	  and	  the	  sphere	  of	  action	  that	  is	  considered	  possible	  and	  legitimate	  within	  it,	  is	  constituted	  by	  the	  repetition	  of	  these	  stories	  and	  changes	  when	  the	  dominant	  stories	  change.	  Thus,	  as	  we	  have	  seen,	  a	  set	  of	  schematic	  and	  questionable	  stories	  about	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy	  both	  constitute	  and	  are	  reproduced	  by	  thinking	  subjects	  who	  can	  found	  an	  identity	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  an	  other	  who	  is	  either	  a	  barbarian	  or	  a	  savage.	  From	  this,	  a	  proliferation	  of	  projects,	  programmes	  and,	  indeed,	  further	  stories	  become	  possible.	  	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  everyday	  ethical	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  both	  constitute	  freely-­‐choosing,	  democratic	  individuals	  who	  are	  required	  to	  interact	  in	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  reflect	  on	  the	  casting	  of	  their	  vote	  and	  call	  into	  being	  political,	  democratic	  communities	  by	  establishing	  the	  modes	  of	  belonging	  that	  produce	  them.	  The	  possibility	  of	  different	  forms	  of	  subjectivity	  necessarily	  implies	  the	  possibility	  of	  different	  forms	  of	  political	  community.	  Through	  the	  modes	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  that	  make	  it	  possible,	  subjectivity	  is	  produced	  and	  reproduced	  as	  a	  function	  of	  community	  and	  vice	  versa.	  As	  Ben	  Golder	  puts	  it	  	   for	  Foucault,	  this	  is	  the	  very	  nature	  of	  community.	  Community	  itself	  must	  be	  understood	  as	  an	  unstable	  affective	  assemblage,	  constantly	  negotiated	  and	  renegotiated	  […]	  it	  is	  only	  through	  the	  work	  of	  altering	  itself	  and	  differing	  from	  itself	  that	  a	  community	  manages	  to	  continue	  in	  being	  (2011:	  300).	  	  	  This	  opens	  up	  the	  tantalising	  space	  for	  alternative	  ethics	  of	  the	  self	  as	  the	  basis	  for	  an	  alternative	  politics.	  	  	  However,	  as	  this	  account	  suggests,	  it	  is	  important	  not	  to	  be	  too	  voluntaristic.	  Who	  is	  the	  self	  who	  is	  working	  on	  the	  self?	  It	  can	  only	  be	  the	  subject	  that	  is	  already	  constituted	  through	  existing	  power	  relations.	  The	  subject	  cannot	  stand	  aside	  from	  power	  relations	  and	  remake	  them,	  any	  more	  than	  power	  can	  be	  neutrally	  redistributed	  in	  the	  form	  of	  ballot	  papers.	  This	  is	  because	  -­‐	  as	  we	  have	  seen	  in	  much	  detail	  -­‐	  the	  subject,	  like	  the	  election,	  is	  the	  effect	  of	  power.	  This	  is	  therefore	  always	  ethical	  work	  that	  takes	  place	  at	  the	  very	  limits	  of	  ourselves	  and	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in	  the	  interstices	  that	  emerge	  between	  clashing	  and	  contradictory	  forms	  of	  power.	  	  	  However,	  because	  power	  is	  mobile,	  hetereogeneous	  and	  productive,	  it	  can	  pose	  dilemmas	  and	  puzzles,	  variations	  and	  opportunities,	  spaces	  for	  manoeuvre	  in	  a	  tight	  spot	  (Kapoor,	  2008).	  It	  is	  here	  that	  work	  on	  the	  self	  can	  take	  place:	  a	  work	  which	  refuses	  what	  we	  currently	  are	  (Foucault,	  1982:	  326)	  in	  order	  to	  test	  the	  limits,	  unsettle	  the	  boundaries,	  both	  of	  our	  individualised	  and	  totalised	  subjectivities.	  	  Thus,	  we	  can	  perhaps	  be	  attentive	  to	  the	  spaces	  that	  open	  up	  when	  democratic	  subjectivities	  are	  caught	  between	  conflicting	  loyalties	  to	  the	  rational	  public	  sphere	  of	  voting	  and	  reason-­‐giving	  and	  to	  passionate	  emotional	  commitment	  to	  the	  practices	  of	  good	  manners	  and	  kindness;	  or	  when	  the	  speedy,	  quantifying	  logic	  of	  the	  election	  comes	  into	  confrontation	  with	  deliberative	  practices	  and	  relationships	  that	  require	  more	  time	  and	  patience;	  or	  when	  an	  encounter	  with	  some	  other	  time	  or	  some	  other	  subject	  teaches	  us	  that	  our	  contemporary	  practices	  are	  not	  as	  non-­‐violent	  or	  rational	  or	  neutral	  as	  we	  had	  thought.	  These	  are	  the	  intersections	  that	  offer	  us	  glimpses	  of	  other	  ways	  to	  live,	  that	  collapse	  the	  familiar	  distinctions	  between	  the	  future	  and	  the	  past,	  self	  and	  other,	  teacher	  and	  student,	  rationality	  and	  violence,	  civilisation	  and	  barbarism,	  so	  that	  we	  must	  make	  them	  anew	  and	  in	  doing	  so,	  change	  them.	  	  	  Each	  time	  the	  practices	  of	  democracy	  promotion	  are	  contested	  or	  called	  into	  question,	  each	  time	  we	  redirect	  our	  gaze	  onto	  the	  invisible	  violence	  -­‐	  physical	  or	  epistemic	  -­‐	  that	  had	  gone	  unnoticed,	  each	  teacher	  who	  provides	  an	  alternative	  narrative	  in	  a	  history	  lesson,	  each	  film-­‐maker	  or	  photographer	  who	  reminds	  us	  that	  things	  are	  more	  uncertain	  than	  they	  look,	  each	  novelist	  who	  crafts	  chaos	  out	  of	  order,	  each	  veil	  worn	  in	  defiance	  of	  Page	  Three,	  each	  Archbishop	  who	  dares	  to	  question	  the	  secular	  neutrality	  of	  the	  law,	  each	  little	  act	  of	  hospitality	  to	  a	  foreigner,	  each	  patient	  smile	  at	  an	  errant	  immigrant	  queue-­‐jumper,	  each	  time	  we	  question	  what	  democracy	  is	  and	  try	  to	  locate	  it	  at	  the	  level	  of	  the	  radical	  ordinary	  -­‐	  each	  of	  these	  acts	  and	  practices	  enables	  a	  certain	  work	  at	  the	  borders	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of	  democracy,	  these	  sets	  of	  borders	  that	  mutually	  reinforce	  one	  another	  in	  their	  articulation,	  and	  each	  attempts	  to	  remake	  them	  all.	  	  	  Nor	  are	  any	  of	  these	  actions	  parochial	  endeavours.	  As	  we	  have	  seen	  the	  Foreign	  Policy	  that	  mandates	  Democracy	  Promotion	  is	  simply	  a	  manifestation	  of	  the	  foreign	  policy	  that	  establishes	  certain	  practices	  as	  foreign,	  dangerous	  and	  alien	  in	  the	  first	  place	  and	  that	  attempts	  to	  control,	  contain	  and	  domesticate	  them.	  Thus,	  re-­‐making	  the	  borders	  that	  establish	  what	  democratic	  practices	  are	  at	  a	  local	  level,	  inevitably	  disrupts	  the	  practices	  of	  Democracy	  Promotion.	  	  	  If	  democracy	  could	  be	  thought	  of	  as	  a	  relational,	  everyday	  practice	  located	  in	  the	  radical	  ordinary	  that	  denies	  the	  existence	  of	  separable	  public	  and	  private	  spheres,	  then	  three	  consequences	  would	  follow.	  First,	  the	  actual	  practices	  that	  are	  recommended	  and	  enacted	  in	  Democracy	  Promotion	  would	  no	  longer	  seem	  so	  self-­‐evident,	  but	  rather	  politically	  motivated,	  historically	  constituted	  and	  therefore	  changeable.	  Second,	  the	  relational	  ethic	  that	  could	  be	  seen	  to	  constitute	  democracy	  itself	  would	  disrupt	  the	  teacher-­‐pupil	  relationship	  such	  that	  it	  might	  seem	  possible	  to	  ask	  questions	  about	  how	  the	  imperfect	  yet,	  in	  principle,	  alterable	  deliberative	  practices	  of	  the	  jirga	  might	  enhance	  lives	  not	  only	  in	  the	  North	  West	  Frontier	  Province	  but	  also	  in	  Bradford.	  This	  curiosity	  and	  the	  radically	  ordinary	  relationships	  that	  might	  develop	  over	  slow,	  pulsing	  time	  might	  also	  enable	  a	  conversation	  about	  some	  of	  the	  abuses,	  violence	  and	  exclusions	  committed	  by	  jirgas.	  This	  in	  turn	  might	  enable	  changes	  in	  subjectivity	  more	  profound	  than	  would	  be	  effected	  simply	  by	  banning	  or	  ignoring	  these	  deeply	  rooted	  institutions.	  Third,	  the	  very	  practices	  of	  state	  sovereignty	  that	  rely	  on	  the	  distinction	  between	  the	  domestic	  and	  the	  foreign	  would	  themselves	  be	  called	  into	  question.	  The	  limits	  to	  this	  unravelling	  would	  be	  set	  only	  by	  how	  far	  we	  might	  call	  the	  limits	  of	  our	  individualised	  and	  totalised	  subjectivities	  into	  question.	  	  	  This	  is	  not	  an	  idealistic	  or	  utopian	  call	  to	  arms.	  On	  the	  contrary	  it	  is	  in	  its	  practical	  ramifications	  rather	  modest,	  even	  though	  it	  offers	  radically	  ordinary	  possibilities.	  I	  suggest	  only	  that	  if	  we	  are	  able	  to	  work	  on	  the	  limits	  of	  ourselves	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in	  a	  reflective	  manner,	  alert	  to	  the	  power	  relations	  that	  try	  to	  re-­‐establish	  those	  limits	  or	  build	  new	  ones,	  the	  consequences	  would	  rebound	  across	  all	  the	  criss-­‐crossing	  borders	  that	  constitute	  those	  limits.	  This	  would	  require	  patience	  and	  time	  and	  would	  be	  constantly	  reinscribed	  by	  new	  boundaries,	  new	  power	  relations.	  It	  would	  be	  never-­‐ending.	  We	  would,	  as	  Foucault	  put	  it,	  “always	  have	  something	  to	  do.	  So	  my	  position	  leads	  not	  to	  apathy,	  but	  to	  a	  hyper-­‐	  and	  pessimistic	  activism”	  (Foucault,	  1991b:	  343).	  	  This	  is,	  as	  Foucault’s	  pessimism	  warns	  us,	  risky	  work	  with	  no	  guarantees.	  There	  is	  no	  ultimate	  truth,	  justice	  or	  emancipation	  that	  can	  ground	  the	  promotion	  of	  alternative	  democratic	  subjectivities	  that	  could	  ever	  escape	  the	  reach	  of	  power.	  The	  subject	  who	  wears	  the	  veil	  participates	  in	  patriarchal	  power	  relations,	  as	  -­‐	  quite	  often	  -­‐	  does	  the	  jirga,	  or	  any	  other	  deliberative	  body;	  the	  Archbishop	  who	  advocates	  an	  accommodation	  with	  shari’ah	  law	  is	  entrenching	  the	  role	  of	  religion	  in	  public	  life	  and	  thereby	  an	  established	  Church;	  the	  hospitable	  friend	  who	  explains	  the	  importance	  of	  respecting	  the	  queue	  is	  reasserting	  the	  right	  of	  the	  person	  who	  has	  been	  in	  place	  the	  longest;	  the	  photographer,	  the	  film-­‐maker,	  the	  novelist,	  the	  history	  teacher,	  the	  genealogist,	  all	  participate	  in	  existing	  stereotypes	  and	  modes	  of	  othering	  and	  perhaps	  contribute	  to	  new	  ones.	  	  	  Still,	  in	  this	  relentless	  focus	  on	  everyday	  practices	  and	  this	  attentiveness	  to	  the	  possibilities	  and	  risks	  of	  changing	  them,	  at	  least	  this	  is	  an	  ethics	  that	  is	  unashamedly	  political,	  that	  keeps	  the	  future	  open,	  and	  that	  attempts	  to	  separate	  out,	  at	  the	  practical	  everyday	  level,	  “from	  the	  contingency	  that	  has	  made	  us	  what	  we	  are,	  the	  possibility	  of	  no	  longer	  being,	  doing,	  or	  thinking,	  what	  we	  are	  do	  or	  think	  […]	  to	  give	  new	  impetus,	  as	  far	  and	  wide	  as	  possible,	  to	  the	  undefined	  work	  of	  freedom”	  (Foucault,	  1991e:	  46).	  	  
The	  Stories	  We	  Tell	  of	  Ourselves	  	  Throughout	  this	  thesis,	  I	  have	  contested	  a	  particular	  set	  of	  stories	  that	  we	  tell	  ourselves	  about	  civilisation,	  development	  and	  the	  spread	  of	  democracy.	  I	  have	  argued	  that	  these	  stories	  are	  constitutive	  of	  British	  national	  identity	  because	  of	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the	  way	  that	  they	  weave	  through	  a	  narrative	  of	  a	  long,	  seamless,	  progressive	  sweep	  of	  history	  in	  which	  Britain	  has	  struggled	  against	  others.	  By	  knowing	  who	  these	  undemocratic	  others	  were	  and	  what	  the	  British	  were	  fighting	  against,	  we	  know	  who	  “we”	  are.	  I	  have	  also	  argued	  that	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  practices,	  projects	  and	  interventions	  are	  unintelligible	  unless	  we	  understand	  the	  practices	  of	  thought,	  the	  narratives,	  that	  underlie	  them.	  	  	  One	  possible	  criticism	  of	  this	  thesis	  might	  be	  that	  the	  version	  of	  the	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  that	  I	  have	  put	  forward	  is	  too	  monolithic,	  too	  total,	  too	  uncontested.	  Yet,	  as	  Laleh	  Khalili	  points	  out,	  “valorized	  national	  narratives	  –	  themselves	  so	  influential	  in	  shaping	  political	  strategies	  and	  aims	  –	  are	  often	  hotly	  contested” (Khalili,	  2007:	  3).	  Thus,	  although	  I	  have	  shown	  in	  detail	  how	  I	  contest	  the	  set	  of	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves,	  I	  have	  not	  given	  enough	  space	  to	  showing	  how	  those	  stories	  are	  already	  hotly	  contested.	  	  It	  would	  not	  be	  quite	  fair	  to	  say	  that	  I	  have	  given	  no	  accounts	  at	  all	  of	  the	  sorts	  of	  counter-­‐narratives	  that	  have	  been	  told.	  The	  parliamentary	  debates	  of	  the	  eighteenth	  and	  nineteenth	  centuries,	  especially	  Burke’s	  stinging	  attacks	  on	  the	  East	  India	  Company,	  the	  novels	  by	  Mohsin	  Hamid	  and	  Hanif	  Kureishi,	  Peter	  Sanders’	  photography	  and	  Chris	  Morris’s	  film	  all	  offer	  instances	  of	  contestation	  that	  I	  have	  traced	  in	  some	  detail.	  Nevertheless,	  the	  teleological	  narratives	  I	  have	  explored	  are	  so	  widely	  used,	  so	  unreflexively	  invoked,	  so	  powerful	  in	  their	  effects,	  that	  the	  intriguing	  opportunity	  to	  pry	  them	  open	  at	  their	  hinges	  –	  those	  key	  moments	  of	  1945	  and	  1989	  –	  has	  occupied	  me	  more	  than	  the	  equally	  important	  work	  of	  showing	  how	  they	  are	  already	  resisted	  more	  broadly	  by	  others.	  	  Still,	  as	  Foucault (2005b)	  showed	  in	  his	  discussion	  of	  the	  struggles	  that	  took	  place	  over	  the	  history	  of	  the	  Norman	  Conquest	  (see	  Chapter	  3),	  it	  is	  often	  when	  there	  is	  a	  wide	  struggle	  over	  the	  facts	  and	  the	  meaning	  of	  history	  that	  history	  gets	  really	  interesting.	  In	  this	  vein,	  for	  instance,	  the	  school	  history	  curriculum	  in	  Britain	  has	  regularly	  been	  a	  matter	  of	  intense	  controversy	  and	  remains	  so (see,	  for	  example,	  Robinson,	  2012:	  100-­‐109; Cannadine	  et	  al.,	  2011; Bowen	  et	  al.,	  
319	  
2012).	  I	  therefore	  suggest	  that	  a	  more	  detailed	  look	  at	  the	  way	  that	  a	  narrative	  of	  the	  ineluctable	  spread	  of	  democracy	  at	  home	  and	  overseas	  has	  been	  contested	  might	  form	  the	  basis	  for	  fruitful	  avenues	  of	  future	  research.	  The	  same	  might	  be	  said	  for	  the	  ways	  democracy	  has	  been	  commemorated	  in	  museums (see	  Sylvester,	  2008),	  on	  television,	  in	  newspapers	  and	  so	  on.	  	  A	  properly	  Foucauldian	  set	  of	  research	  questions	  for	  such	  an	  endeavour	  might	  include:	  how,	  and	  in	  what	  ways,	  has	  history	  become	  a	  problem	  in	  contemporary	  society?	  What	  possibilities	  for	  political	  action	  or	  inaction	  are	  made	  possible	  by	  particular	  narratives	  of	  history	  and	  how	  are	  they	  contested	  using	  alternative	  narratives?	  What	  forms	  of	  democratic	  subjectivity	  are	  produced	  or	  foreclosed	  by	  means	  of	  the	  narratives	  about	  history	  that	  are,	  for	  example,	  taught	  in	  schools?	  	  In	  the	  meantime,	  however,	  I	  want	  to	  conclude	  this	  thesis	  by	  recapping	  the	  genealogical	  form	  of	  contestation	  that	  I	  have	  already	  provided.	  	  
Genealogy	  as	  Democratic	  Ethics	  	  The	  photograph	  from	  the	  Art	  of	  Integration	  exhibition	  that	  I	  can’t	  stop	  thinking	  about	  is	  the	  picture	  of	  Mr	  Jamil.	  Not	  the	  caption	  with	  its	  extraordinary	  story	  of	  heroism	  and	  courage.	  Just	  the	  radically	  ordinary	  picture.	  	  	  Mr	  Jamil	  is	  a	  figure	  who	  appears	  to	  participate	  fully	  in	  the	  ordinary	  flows	  of	  productive	  power	  that	  make	  life	  possible.	  He	  wears	  his	  uniform	  and	  his	  high-­‐vis	  jacket	  ready	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  modern,	  capitalist,	  developed	  economy	  that	  the	  London	  Underground	  keeps	  running	  whilst	  it	  keeps	  the	  London	  Underground	  running	  in	  turn.	  Meanwhile,	  his	  beard	  quietly	  denotes	  his	  private,	  religious	  identity,	  fully	  formed	  in	  some	  separate	  private	  sphere.	  Yet	  his	  back	  is	  turned	  to	  the	  train	  that	  powers	  London	  forward	  into	  the	  future	  and	  instead	  he	  is	  tending	  to	  a	  garden.	  An	  Englishman’s	  garden	  -­‐	  that	  most	  private	  and	  domestic	  of	  symbols	  of	  everyday	  life	  -­‐	  springs	  up	  there	  with	  irrepressible	  exuberance	  into	  the	  public	  sphere	  and	  is	  nurtured	  and	  cared	  for	  by	  this	  public	  servant	  for	  the	  benefit	  of	  London’s	  public	  transport	  users	  in	  all	  their	  strangeness	  and	  diversity.	  The	  rural	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invades	  the	  urban	  here,	  transforming	  both.	  Perhaps	  even	  more	  extraordinary	  than	  the	  spectacular,	  lightning-­‐fast	  act	  of	  saving	  a	  stranger’s	  life,	  is	  the	  radically	  ordinary,	  slow,	  everyday	  practice	  of	  growing	  flowers	  for	  the	  enjoyment	  of	  the	  people	  he	  might	  tangentially	  encounter	  each	  day.	  Could	  the	  ethics	  of	  these	  two	  acts	  even	  be	  connected,	  as	  Mr	  Jamil	  lives	  a	  radically	  ordinary,	  democratic	  ethic	  of	  caring	  and	  kindness	  in	  his	  everyday	  life	  that	  trains	  and	  forms	  his	  subjectivity,	  ready	  to	  do	  the	  right	  thing	  in	  an	  extraordinary	  moment?	  Could	  anything	  other	  than	  this	  photograph	  more	  beautifully	  illustrate	  the	  way	  that	  the	  boundary	  between	  the	  public	  and	  private	  is	  more	  or	  less	  impossible	  to	  police,	  so	  many	  are	  the	  locations	  at	  which	  it	  incipiently	  threatens	  to	  collapse,	  leaving	  us	  with	  our	  passionate	  emotions,	  our	  religious	  devotion,	  our	  manners	  and	  kindnesses	  and	  care	  for	  one	  another,	  all	  painfully	  and	  vulnerably	  exposed	  in	  a	  public	  gaze	  which	  is	  all-­‐encompassing?	  	  This	  is	  a	  reading	  of	  a	  photograph	  that	  differs	  from	  the	  one	  put	  forward	  in	  the	  caption	  and	  from	  the	  one	  encouraged	  by	  the	  photographs	  that	  surround	  it	  and	  the	  context	  in	  which	  they	  have	  been	  displayed.	  Yet	  as	  Ariella	  Azoulay	  points	  out,	  a	  reading	  of	  a	  photograph	  is	  never	  fully	  determined	  by	  the	  photographer	  or	  the	  subject	  or	  the	  spectator	  (Azoulay,	  2008).	  It	  is	  a	  relational	  form	  that	  always	  exceeds	  any	  attempt	  to	  fix	  its	  meaning	  but	  offers	  the	  possibility	  for	  multiple	  interpretations.	  Reading	  a	  photograph	  in	  this	  alternative	  way	  is	  itself	  a	  political	  intervention,	  part	  of	  an	  ethical	  practice,	  which	  seeks	  to	  refuse	  the	  narratives	  that	  first	  present	  themselves,	  which	  refuses	  the	  blackmail	  of	  the	  binary	  oppositions	  we	  might	  find	  in	  it,	  which	  offers	  us	  a	  glimpse	  of	  how	  else	  we	  might	  live.	  	  Narratives	  about	  history	  are	  likewise	  indeterminate.	  The	  stories	  we	  tell	  of	  ourselves	  can	  always	  be	  re-­‐told:	  they	  are	  never	  fixed	  but	  always	  contestable.	  	  	  In	  this	  thesis	  I	  have	  discussed	  an	  important	  story	  that	  has	  been	  told	  about	  Britain	  and	  Pakistan	  in	  lots	  of	  different	  places	  for	  quite	  a	  long	  time.	  Britain,	  the	  story	  goes,	  is	  a	  country	  that	  through	  a	  thousand-­‐year	  process	  of	  history	  has	  evolved	  civilised	  democratic	  institutions	  like	  elections	  and	  the	  freedom	  of	  the	  press	  that	  enable	  the	  community	  to	  manage	  and	  reconcile	  conflicting	  opinions	  rationally	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and	  without	  violence,	  to	  know	  and	  foster	  life	  in	  its	  whole	  population,	  to	  distribute	  power	  neutrally	  in	  the	  form	  of	  a	  ballot	  paper	  and	  to	  provide	  women	  and	  minorities	  with	  important	  rights.	  	  	  The	  story,	  as	  it	  goes	  on,	  is	  a	  little	  more	  unfortunate	  for	  Pakistan.	  The	  same	  civilising	  process	  that	  brings	  democracy	  was	  inhibited	  for	  a	  long	  time	  by	  British	  colonial	  power.	  However,	  by	  providing	  electoral	  institutions	  in	  colonial	  times	  and	  by	  supporting	  development	  and	  Democracy	  Promotion	  ever	  since	  1945,	  Britain	  has	  been	  attempting	  to	  aid	  Pakistan	  to	  make	  its	  entrance	  into	  the	  same	  history	  that	  Britain	  has	  been	  through.	  By	  1989	  -­‐	  the	  end	  of	  history	  -­‐	  it	  became	  obvious	  that	  democracy	  was	  the	  one	  best	  way	  of	  governing	  and	  that	  this	  should	  ultimately	  motivate	  British	  support	  for	  Pakistan,	  despite	  the	  temptations	  of	  military	  dictators,	  who	  offer	  the	  main	  imaginable	  alternative	  mode	  of	  governance	  to	  liberal	  democracy.	  	  	  This	  same	  history,	  the	  story	  continues,	  has	  brought	  us	  repeatedly	  up	  against	  others,	  at	  home	  and	  overseas,	  who	  attack	  democracy,	  burn	  books	  and	  people,	  bomb	  Britain	  and	  its	  capital	  city.	  These	  enemies	  have	  had	  to	  be	  civilised	  or	  contained.	  If	  they	  choose	  democracy	  and	  its	  accompanying	  narratives	  and	  institutions,	  we	  can	  help	  them	  to	  civilise.	  If	  not,	  they	  are	  foreigners,	  barbarians,	  enemies,	  who	  must	  be	  contained	  and	  destroyed.	  	  Against	  this	  smooth	  narrative	  of	  history,	  I	  have	  provided	  some	  detailed	  fragments	  that	  contest	  everything	  about	  it.	  I	  have	  shown	  that	  this	  teleology	  is	  not	  a	  description	  of	  the	  driving	  force	  of	  history,	  but	  is	  rather	  a	  discourse	  that	  enables	  a	  messy	  historicity	  to	  be	  managed:	  teleology	  doesn’t	  produce	  history;	  rather,	  history	  produces	  teleology.	  I	  have	  shown	  that	  the	  clear	  choice	  between	  democratic	  rationality	  and	  despotic	  violence,	  violent	  masculinity	  and	  women’s	  rights,	  liberal	  delineation	  of	  the	  public	  and	  private	  sphere	  versus	  irrational	  chaos	  is	  not	  only	  a	  false	  one,	  but	  a	  blackmail.	  I	  have	  discerned	  violence,	  misogyny	  and	  radical	  ordinariness	  in	  Britain’s	  liberal	  democracy.	  I	  have	  demonstrated	  that	  the	  borders	  and	  oppositions	  we	  might	  have	  taken	  for	  granted	  collapse	  at	  every	  turn,	  that	  democracy	  may	  not	  be	  quite	  what	  we	  think	  it	  is,	  that	  the	  ways	  we	  know	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democracy	  -­‐	  and	  the	  ways	  we	  use	  democracy	  to	  know	  -­‐	  are	  not	  neutral,	  but	  entangled	  with	  deeply	  troubling	  flows	  of	  power.	  	  	  In	  doing	  this,	  I	  have	  refused	  the	  blackmail	  and	  attempted	  to	  show	  how	  we	  might	  renegotiate	  its	  terms.	  I	  have	  shown	  the	  scattered	  shards	  of	  possibilities	  of	  other	  ways	  to	  live.	  I	  have	  not	  described	  history,	  but	  I	  have	  attempted	  to	  make	  a	  radically	  ordinary,	  deeply	  political,	  passionately	  committed	  intervention	  into	  it.	  That	  is	  what	  I	  mean	  when	  I	  say	  that	  genealogy	  is	  a	  way	  of	  practising	  democratic	  ethics.	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